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• 

BoBEBT  F.  LiTTLK,  as  Fcceiver,  &c.  agt.,  THESESit  Lyncht^ 

Codecf  CivU  Procedure,  section  lul9  —  Right  to  termifuUe  reference — Btf- 
eree  must  file  his  report  with  elei%  or  aeiuaUy  deliver'  tb  a  party  within 
iixty  days, 

A  referee,  under  section  1019  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  will  not 
have  done  his  duty  unless  he  delivers  his  report  to  the  clbrk  to  be  filed 
in  case  it  is  not  taken  up  by  one  of  the  attorneys  within  sixty  days. 

Kotification  to  the  plaintiff's  or  defendant's  attorneys  by  the  referee  that 
his  report  is  ready  and  at  their  disposal,  on  payment  of  his  fees  (nam- 
ing the  amount),  is  not  to  be  deemed  a  sufficient  delivery  to  prevent  the 
forfeiture  of  his  fees  or  the  termination  of  the  reference  under  this 
section  of  the  Code. 

(Bee  Tliomton  agt.  Thornton,  66  How,,  119,  where  the  same  cases  are  cited 
and  a  different  conclusion  reached  by  Haioht,  J.) 

Special  Term^  May,  1884, 

William  7'.  B.  MiUiken^  for  plaintifiE. 

Abram  Kling^  for  defendants. 

Lawsence,  t/l  —  By  the  order  in  this  case  the  defendant  is 
directed  to  show  cause  why  the  referee's  report,  filed  herein 
on  or  about  the  5th  day  of  March,  1884,  should  not  be  taken 
from  the  files  and  the  judgment  entered  thereon  should  not 
be  vacated,  set  aside,  canceled,  &c.,  for  the  reason  that  the* 
same  was  filed  and  entered  irregularly,  in  that  the  reference- 
herein  had  been  terminated  before  the  delivery  or  filing  of 
said  report  and  the  entry  of  said  judgment  by  the  irotice  of 
termination,  served  by  the  plaintiff,  and'  wliy  the  judgment 
for  costs  should  not  be  set  aside  for  the  additional  reason  that 
costs  had  been  remitted  and  waived  by  the  defendant,  and 
why  such  other  and  further  relief  should  not  be  granted  as 
may  l>e  just.  By  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney  it  is* 
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alleged  that  said  attorney  was  informed  by  the  referee  that 
the  papers  purporting  to  be  his  report  herein  were  not 
delivered  until  after  the  Ist  of  February,  1884:,  and  that  no 
fees  were  paid  to  him  as  referee  until  long  after  the  28th  of 
June,  1882,  at  which  time  he  was  notified  that  the  reference 
had  terminated  by  the  election  of  the  plaintiff,  &c.,  and  that 
said  referee  had  never  at  any  time  filed  said  report,  and  tliat 
only  a  portion  of  said  fees  have  ever  yet  been  paid.  That  by 
the  judgment-roll  herein  it  appears  that  the  report  of  said 
referee  was  not  completed  until  the  6th  of  February,  1884, 
at  which  time  it  beat's  date.  Among  the  plaintiff^s  motion 
papers  is  also  a  stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that 
in  case  judgment  shall  be  rendered  in  her  favor,  either  at  the 
trial  or  on  appeal  to  the  general  term  or  court  of  appeals, 
tlie  defendant  waives  all  right  to  any  costs  or  allowances  in 
this  action  as  against  the  plaintiff,  either  personally  or  as* 
receiver  or  againfit  any  other  person  whomsoever,  and  the 
defendant  thereby  agrees  that  any  and  all  judgments  rendered 
herein  in  her  favor  shall  be  entei-ed  without  costs.  This 
stipulation  bears  date  November  18,  1880,  and  is  signed  by 
t/ie  attorn^  for  the  defendant  By  the  affidavit  of  the  plain- 
tiff it  appears  that  the  order  of  reference  was  made  on  the 
consent  of  both  parties,  and  was  entered  on  the  5th  of  April, 
1881,  and  that  the  case  was  finally  submitted  to  the  referee  on 
the  26th  day  of  April,  1882.  It  is  also  alleged  that  the  report 
of  the  referee  was  neither  filed  or  delivered  to  either  of  the 
parties  or  their  attorneys  in  said  action,  nor  were  any  fees 
paid  to  said  referee  within  sixty  days  after  said  final  submis- 
sion, nor  until  after  the  28th  day  of  June,  1882,  on  which 
day,  and  after  the  expiration  of  said  sixty  days  due  notice  of 
the  election  of  the  plaintiff  to  end  such  reference  was  duly 
fierved  upon  the  attorney  of  the  defendant.  By  the  aflidavit 
of  the  referee,  read  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  appears 
.that  he  decided  this  action  in  May,  1882,  and  made  his  final 
report  therein,  and  offered  to  deliver  it  to  defendant's  attorney, 
;and  told  him  he  could  have  the  same  on  the  payment  of  the 
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legal  fees  ;  that  this  was  done  within  the  sixty  days  from  the 
tune  of  making  the  said  report,  and  that  the  said  fees  were 
not  paid.  The  defendant  swears  in  her  afBdavit  that  she  paid 
to  her  former  attorney  all  fees  which  he  claimed  for  services, 
and  which  he  required  for  taking  up  the  referee's  report, 
which  fees  the  said  attorney  stated  were  about  $250  ;  that  this 
was  at  or  about  the  time  when  the  case  was  decided.  She 
also  alleges  that  she  never  at  any  time  authorized  her  attorney 
to  sign  the  stipulation  which  forms  a  part  of  the  plaintiffs 
motion  papers,  or  to  waive  any  costs  or  disbursements  in  this 
action,  and  that  she  never  knew  chat  a  stipulation  to  that 
eflfect  had  been  given  until  the  montli  of  February,  18S4.  It 
also  appears  by  the  affidavit  of  the  present  attorney  for  the 
defendant,  that  in  February,  1884,  he  made  a  motion  to  vacate 
two  orders  restoring  this  cause  to  the  general  calendar  of  the 
court,  on  the  ground  that  the  action  had  been  terminated  by 
the  report  of  the  referee,  and  that  the  court  so  lield,  as 
appears  by  the  order  made  oh  the  21st  of  February,  1884. 

In  the  case  of  Waters  agt.  Shepard  (14  Ilun^  223),  tlie 
general  term  of  the  second  department  distinctly  held  that 
where  the  referee  had  made  his  report  within  sixty  days  after 
the  final  submission,  and  had  notified  the  parties  of  its  terms, 
and  that  it  could  be  obtained  on  application  from  him,  the- 
defeated  party  could  not  thereafter  elect  to  end  the  reference, 
although  the  report  was  left  in  the  hands  of  the  referee. 
But  the  same  general  term,  in  the  case  of  Phipps  agt.  Carman 
(23  Ilun^  150),  decided  that  the  binding  force  of  Waters  agt. 
Shepard  had  been  destroyed  by  the  Code,  as  altered  since  that 
decision  was  made,  and  it  was  held  that  the  referee,  under 
section  1019  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  as  changed,  and 
as  it  now  stands,  wiU  not  now  have  done  his  duty  unless  he 
delivers  his  report  to  the  clerk  to  be  filed  in  case  it  is  not 
taken  up  by  one  of  the  aitoimeys  within  sixty  days. 

The  ease  of  Waters  agt.  Shepard  appears  to  have  been 
decided  under  tbe  273d  section  of  the  old  Code,  for  which 
section  1019  of  the  present  Code  is  substituted,  and  the  later 
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decision  of  the  general  term  of  the  second  department  seems 
to  be  in  accordance  with  the  existing  provisions  of  the  Code. 
I  regret,  therefore,  to  be  compelled  to  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  this  motion,  so  far  as  it  rests  upon  the  first  ground,  should 
be  granted.  The  law,  as  thus  declared,  leaves  a  referee  in.  an 
exceedingly  defenceless  position,  but  that  is  a  matter  which 
must  be  left  for  the  consideration  of  the  legislature,  and  I 
cannot,  on  account  of  the  apparent  hardship  of  the  case, 
assume  to  disregard  the  strict  letter  of  the  law.  I  do  not 
regard  the  order  of  the  21st  of  February,  1884,  which  vacated 
certain  orders  restoring  this  cause  to  the  calendar  of  the  court, 
as  estopping  the  plaintiff  from  raising  the  question  now  under 
consideration. 

The  remarks  of  Rapallo,  J.,  in  he  case  of  Geib  agt 
Topping  (83.  N.  T".,  46,  48)  were  obiter^  and  it  is  distinctly 
stated  by  the  learned  judge  that  the  question  ais  to  what 
should  be  deemed  a  sufficient  delivery  of  a  report  to  prevent 
the  forfeiture  of  fees,  declared  by  section  1019  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  need  not  be  definitely  decided.  The 
order  then  under  review  was  reversed  for  want  of  power  in 
the  special  term  to  make  the  original  order.  Furthermore,  in 
the  84th  volume  of  the  New  York  Reports  {page  650),  the 
case  of  Phippa  agt.  Carman  was  affirmed,  and  the  latter  case 
must,  therefore,  be  deemed  to  contain  the  latest  opinion  of 
the  court  of  appeals  upon  this  subject.  The  case  of  Quacken- 
hush  agt.  Johnson  (55  Uow.  Pr.,  94),  which  is  relied  upon  by 
tlie  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants,  was  decided  at  a 
special  term  by  justice  Noxon  in  1878,  and  is  in  conflict  with 
the  views  expressed  by  the  general  term  of  the  second  depart- 
ment in  Phipp  agt.  Carman^  and,  therefore,  cannot  be  fol- 
lowed by  me.  It  is  unnecessary,  in  the  view  in  which  I  have 
taken  of  this  case,  to  consider  the  question  whether  the 
defendant's  attorney  was  authorized  to  give  the  stipulation 
referred  to,  and  made  a  part  of  the  moving  papers. 

The  motion  to  vacate  and  set  aside  the  judgment  must, 
therefore,  be  granted,  but  without  costs. 
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The  Kew  York,  Laeb  Ebie  and  Western  Eailway 
Company  agt.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  of  Delaware 
County. 

Taxes  and  assessments  —  Patoer  of  commissioners  of  hightioays  to  assess 
moneyed  and  stock  corporations  for  highway  labor  in  a  road  district  otiier 
than  tJiat  in  which  the  property  of  such  corporations  is  situated  —  Repeal 
of  statutes  —  Laws  of  1837,  chapter  481  —  Laws  of  18G6,  chapter  477. 

Repeals  of  statutes  by  implication  are  not  to  be  favored,  but  on  the  con- 
trary courts  are  bound  to  uphold  the  former  statute,  if  the  two  acts  can 
stand  together,  unless  it  is  expressly  repealed,  or  the  intent  to  repeal  is 
very  manifest. 

To  work  a  repeal  by  implication,  the  intent  of  the  legislature  must  be 
very  apparent,  or  the  two  laws  must  be  so  incongruous  and  repugnant 
that  effect  cannot  be  given  to  both. 

A  special  law  providing  for  a  case,  or  class  of  cases,  is  not  to  be  .regarded 
as  partially  repealed  or  amended  by  a  general  statute,  unless  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature  to  alter  that  particular  law  is  very  obvious. 

When  it  is  manifest  that  the  legislature  intended  the  latter  statute  as 
a  substitute  for  the  former,  the  latter  may  abrogate  the  former,  although 
not  entirely  repugnant  to  it 

Applying  these  rules  to  the  statute  of  1837,  providing  for  the  assessment 
of  highway  labor  upon  moneyed  or  stock  corporations: 

Edd^  that  the  statute  of  1866  was  not  intended  to  repeal  that  of  1837,  and 
that  it  was  not  intended  as  a  substitute  for  it,  or  any  part  thereof  ;  but 
that  it  was  intended  to  apply  only  to  this  general  law  as  it  then  stood  in 
the  Revised  Statutes;  nor  was  there  any  such  manifest  intent  on  the 
part  of  the  legislature  to  substitute  the  general  provisions  of  the  statute 
of  1866  for  the  special  ones  of  the  act  of  1837,  as  would  work  a  repeal 
of  the  latter  by  implication. 

Held,  further,  that  the  commissioners  of  highways  of  a  town  have  the 
power  to  assess  a  moneyed  or  stock  corporation  having  property 
therein,  for  highway  labor  to  be  performed  in  a  road  district  in  such 
town  other  than  that  in  which  such  property  is  situated. 

Delaware  Special  Terrriy  September^  1882. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  in  Delaware 
county  JNovember  15,  1882,  upon  a  trial  before  the  court  at 
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special  term,  dismissing  plaintiflPs  complaint  on  the  merits, 
and  for  the  recovery  of  seventy-four  dollars  and  sixty-nine 
cents  costs. 

The  action  was  brought  to  obtain  a  perpetual  injunction 
restraining  the  defendants  from  levying  a  tax  upon  the 
plaintiffs  property  in  the  year  1882,  to  the  amount  of  $120, 
on  account  of  the  plaintiffs  failure  to  work  out  or  commute 
for  eighty  days  of  highway  labor,  assessed  against  it  in  the  town 
of  Hancock,  and  apportioned  between  road  districts  No.  16 
and  No.  41  in  that  town. 

The  plaintiffs  are  the  owners  of  a  large  amount  of  real 
estate  in  the  town  of  Hancock,  consisting  of  twenty-one  and 
one-half  miles  of  double  track,  with  depots  and  other 
appurtenances,  which  was  assessed  upon  the  roll  of  1881  at 
$333,000. 

Tlie  total  assessment  upon  their  property  in  the  town  for 
highway  labor  in  1882  was  1,100  days ;  the  total  assessment  of 
highway  labor  in  the  town  for  the  same  year,  upon  all 
property,  was  3,116  days. 

The  plaintiffs  road  run^  through  only  eight  out  of  the 
sixty  road  districts  of  the  town. 

The  highway  commissioners  apportioned  the  highway 
labor  assessed  upon  plaintiff's  property  in  1882  among  thirty 
road  districts,  besides  those  through  whicji  the  railroad  runs, 
allotting  sixty  days  to  district  No.  16,  and  twenty  days  to 
district  No.  41. 

The  plaintiff  commuted  for  or  worked  out  their  highway 
tax  in  all  the  other  districts,  but  refused  to  work  out  or  com- 
mute for  its  highway  tax  in  these  two  districts,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  highway  commissioners  had  no  right  to 
apportion  their  highway  tax  among  districts  other  than  those 
through  which  the  road  runs. 

The  overseers  of  the  highways  in  these  districts  made  the 
returns  required  by  law  to  the  supervisor  of  the  plaintiffs 
unworked  highway  labor  on  or  before  October  1,  1882, 
and  the  supervisor  laid  their  returns  before  the  defendant's 
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board  at  their  anniial  meeting  m  November,  1882,  which  was 
about  to  include  the  amount  of  this  highway  labor  at  the  rate 
of  $1.50  per  day,  in  the  tax  levy  of  the  town  against  the 
plaintiff  and  its  property,  and  to  make  out  a  warrant  for  the 
collection  thereof. 

The  plaintiff  then  brought  this  action  for  a  perpetual 
injunction  restraining  the  defendants  from  such  action,  and 
obtained  a  temporary  injunction  during  the  pendency  of  thifl 
action. 

Z.  E,  Carr,  for  plaintiff. 

'  Maynard  A  Oleasoriy  for  defendant. 

Martin,  J. —  The  principal  and  substantially  the  only 
question  involved  in  this  case  is,  have  the  commissioners  of 
highways  of  a  town  the  power  to  assess  a  moneyed  or  stock 
corporation  having  property  therein,  for  highway  liabor  to  be 
performed  in  a  road  district  in  sucli  town  other  thaa  that  in 
which  such  property  is  situated  ?  By  the  Revised  S'taitutes  as 
they  stood  prior  to  the  year  1837,  and  as  they  remained  until 
amended  in  1876,  it  was  provided  that  no  person  being  a 
resident  of  the  town  shall  be  required  to  work  on  any  high- 
way other  than  in  the  district  in  which  he  resides,  unless  he 
shall  elect  to  work  in  some  district  in  which  he  may  have 
land  (2  R,  S,^  p.  1,  c?iap,  16,  tide  1,  sec.  32).  Moneyed  and 
stock  corporations  were  not  liable  to  assessment  for  high- 
way labor  under  the  Revised  Statutes  {Bank  of  Ithaca  agt. 
£ing,  12  Wend.j  390),  consequently  the  above  provision  was 
not  applicable  to  moneyed  or  stock  corporations. 

While  the  law  stood  thus  the  legislature,  in  1837,  passed  a 
statute  providing  that  "  in  making  the  estimate  and  assess- 
ment of  the  residue  of  the  highway  labor  to  be  performed  in 
the  town  after  assessing  at  least  one  day's  work  upon  each 
male  inhabitant  *  *  *  the  commissioners  of  highways 
shall  include  among  the  inhabitants  of  such  town  among 
whom  such  residue  is  to  be  apportioned,  all  moneyed  or  stock 
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corporations  which  shall  appear  on  the  last  assessment-roll  of 
their  town  to  have  been  assessed  therein,  *  *  *  which 
labor  shall  be  performed  in  &uch  district  or  districts  as  the 
commissioners  of  highways  of  the  town  shall  direct  *  *  * 
every  such  corporation  may  commute  for  the  highway  labor 
assessed  upon  it  in  the  same  manner,  and  at  the  same  rate  as 
is  allowed  by  law  to  individuals,  or  by  paying  such  commuta- 
tion to  a  commissioner  of  highways  of  the  town,  and  the 
commutation  money  so  paid  may  be  expended  by  the  com- 
missioners of  highways  upon  any  district  or  districts  in  the 
town,  and  for  that  purpose  the  said  commissioners  shall  be 
entitled  to  demand  and  receive  from  the  overseer  to  whom 
any  such  commutation  may  have  been  paid,  the  whole,  or  any 
portion  thereof »     *    *    *    {Chap.  431,  Laws  1837). 

It  was  under  and  by  virtue  of  this  statute  that  the  property 
of  moneyed  or  stock  corporations  first  became  liable  to  assess- 
ment for  highway  labor.  This  was  a  special  statute, 
authorizing  the  assessment  of  highway  labor  on  a  new  and 
distinct  class.  It  not  only  provides  that  a  new  class  of  prop- 
erty should  be  assessed,  but  also  that  the  labor  as  assessed 
should  be  expended  in  a  manner  essentially  new.  This 
became  necessary  from  the  fact  that  these  corporations  were 
possessed  of  large  amounts  of  property  which  was  thus  made 
subject  to  such  tax,  and  which  was  usually  located  in  a  single, 
or  at  most,  in  but  few  districts  of  the  town.  The  large 
amount  of  labor  required  to  be  performed  by  them  could  not  be 
advantageously  expended  in  the  districts  where  such  property 
was  located.  Therefore  the  legislature  provided  that  the  labor 
assessed  to  such  corporations  should  be  performed  in  such 
district  or  districts  as  the  commissioners  of  highways  should 
direct,  conferring  upon  the  commissionera  the  power  to 
determine  in  what  districts  of  such  towns  said  labor  should  be 
performed. 

If  the  statute  of  1837  still  remains  operative  and  unrepealed, 
the  commissioners  of  highways  of  the  town  of  Hancock  had 
an  undoubted  right  to  assess  the  plaintiff  for,  and  require  it 
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to  perform  highway  labor  in  any  district  in  that  town,  \frhether 
it  had  property  in  that  district  or  not.  Does  this  statute  stiU 
remain  operative  and  unrepealed?  The  plaintiff  insists  not. 
It  contends  that  it  has  been  repealed.  While  it  does  not  con- 
tend that  this  act  has  been  expressly  repealed,  still,  it  insists 
th\t  subsequent  legislation  upon  this  subject  has  impliedly 
repealed  it.  It  contends  that  that  result  was  effected  by  the 
passage  of  chapter  770  of  the  Laws  of  1866,  which  was  as 
follows :  "  From  and  after  the  passage  of  this  act  the  highway 
tax  upon  any  land  or  property  *  *  *  shall  be  worked 
out  or  commuted  for  in  the  district  in  which  said  lauds  or 
property  is  situated,  and  if  commuted  for,  the  money  shall  be 
paid  to  the  overseer  of  said  district,  but  this  act  shall  not 
apply  to  or  affect  any  county,  city,  village,  town  or  district 
where  the  disposition  of  the  highway  tax  has  been  provided 
for  by  special  enactment. 

It  must,  I  think,  be  admitted  that  the  language  of  this 
statute  is  sufficiently  broad  and  comprehensive  to  cover  the 
case  of  a  corporation,  and  that  it  would  have  limited  the 
power  of  the  commissioners  of  highways  to  assess  such  cor- 
porations for  labor  to  be  performed  in  the  district  or  districts 
in  which  their  property  was  situated,  if  there  had  been  no 
special  statute  on  the  subject.  But  there  was.  When  this 
act  was  passed,  the  statute  of  1837  was  still  in  force.  This 
statute  was  a  special  one,  applying  only  to  corporations.  The 
statute  of  1866  was  general.  It  may  be  well,  before  pro- 
ceeding farther,  to  examine  some  of  the  authorities  upon  the 
question  of  the  repeal  of  statutes  by  implication,  and  dis- 
cover, if  possible,  what  rules  shonld  govern  us  in  determining 
this  question. 

A  somewhat  early  case  upon  the  question  was  the  case  of 
Bowen  agt.  Lease  (5  HiUy  225),  in  which  it  was  said,  by 
Nelson,  Ch.  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
that  case :  "  The  invariable  rule  of  construction  in  respect  to 
the  repealing  of  statutes  by  implication  is,  that  the  earlier  act 
remains  in  force  unless  the  two  are  manifestly  inconsistent 
Vol.  LXVII         2 
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with  each  other,  or  unless  in  the  latest  act  some  express  notice 
is  taken  of  the  former  plainly  indicating  an  intention  to 
abrogate  it.  As  laws  are  presumed  to  be  passed  with  delibera- 
tion, and  with  full  knowledge  of  all  existing  ones  on  the  same 
subjects,  it  is  but  reasonable  to  conclude  that  the  legislature, 
in  passing  4  statute,  did  not  intend  to  interfere  with  or  abro- 
gate anj  former  law  relating  to  the  same  matter,  unless  the 
repugnancy  between  the  two  is  irreconcilable.  Hence  a  repeal 
by  implication  is  not  favored;  on  the  contrary,  courts  are 
bound  to  uphold  the  prior  law  if  the  two  acts  may  well 
subsist  together." 

In  tlie  Matter  of  Commissioners  of  Central  Park  (50  N.  Y.^ 
497),  the  late  judge  Allbn,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  said :  "  The  law  does  not  favor  a  repeal  of  statutes  by 
implication.  To  work  a  repeal  by  implication  the  intent  of 
the  legislature  must  be  very  apparent,  or  the  two  laws  must  be 
so  incongruous  that  eflEect  cannot  be  given  to  both.  *  *  * 
A  special  and  local  statute,  providing  for  a  case  or  class  of 
cases,  is  not  partially  repealed  or  amended  as  to  some  of  its 
provisions  by  a  statute  general  in  its  terms,  provisions  and 
application,  unless  tlie  intention  of  the  legislature  to  repeal 
or  alter  the  particular  law  is  manifest,  although  the  terms  of 
the  general  act  would,  taken  strictly,  and  but  for  the  special 
law,  include  the  case  or  cases  provided  for  by  it  {Caper  v. 
Olover^  4  Mass,^  305). 

In  the  case  of  the  People  ex  rel,  agt.  Palmer  (52  N.  Y.^  84), 
it  was  held  that  the  repeal  of  statutes  by  implication  is  not 
favored  by  the  law,  and  when  a  later  and  tormer  statute  can 
stand  together,  both  will  stand,  unless  the  former  is  expressly 
repealed,  or  the  legislative  intent  to  repeal  is  very  manifest." 

In  the  case  of  the  People  agt.  Quig  (5^  N.  I^.,  88)  it  was 
held  "  that  repeal  of  statutes  by  implication  is  not  favored, 
and  only  takes  place  when  two  acts  are  so  inconsistent  that 
both  cannot  stand,  and  then  the  later  act  prevails.  Laws,  spe- 
cial and  local  in  their  application,  are  not  deemed  repealed  by 
general  legislation,  except  upon  the  clearest  manifestation  of 
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an  intent  by  the  legislature  to  effect  such  repeal ;  and  ordina- 
rily an  express  repeal  by  some  intelligible  reference  to  the 
special  act  is  necessary  to  accomplish  that  end." 

In  the  Matter  of  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Company 
(69  N.  T".,  212)  it  was  said  "a  general  law  will  not  in  the 
absence  of  a  very  evident  intent  on  the  part  of  the  legislature 
to  do  so,  and  which  intent  must  appear  by  the  terms  of  the 
act  itself,  abrogate  or  cliange  the  provisions  of  a  special  law 
passed  for  particular  cases  constituting  a  class  by  tliemselves 
for  which  the  general  laws  of  the  state  do  not  profess  to 
provide." 

In  Ileckmann  agt.  Pinhtiey  (81  N.  JT.,  215)  it  was  said 
"  it  is  the  undoubted  rule  that  repeals  by  implication  are  not 
favored.  Where  there  is  no  repealing  clause  in  a  later  statute, 
and  that  and  a  former  one  can  stand  together  and  both  have 
effect,  they  will  generally  both  be  held  to  be  in  force.  But 
where  a  later  statute  not  purporting  to  amend  a  former  one 
covere  the  whole  subject,  and  was  plainly  intended  to  furnish 
the  only  law  upon  the  subject,  the  former  statute  must  be  held 
repealed  by  necessary  implication." 

From  these  authorities  the  following  rules  may,  I  think,  be 
aaf ely  deduced : 

First  The  repeals  by  implication  are  not  to  be  favored, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  courts  are  bound  to  uphold  the  former 
statute  if  the  two  acts  can  stand  together,  unless  it  is  expressly 
repealed,  or  the  intent  to  repeal  is  very  manifest. 

Second,  That  to  work  a  repeal  by  implication  the  intent  of 
the  legislature  must  be  very  apparent,  or  the  two  laws  must 
be  so  incongruous  and  repugnant  that  effect  cannot  be  given 
to  both. 

Third.  That  a  special  law  providing  for  a  case,  or  class  of 
eases,  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  partially  repealed  or  amended 
by  a  general  statute,  unless  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to 
alter  that  particular  law  is  very  obvious. 

Fourth  That  when  it  is  manifest  that  the  legislature 
intended  the  latter  statute  as  a  substitute  for  the  former,  the 
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Litter  may  abiogate  the  former  although  not  entirely  repug- 
nant to  it. 

Applying  these  rules  to  the  statute  under  consideration,  and 
it  is  very  difficult  to  see  how  it  can  be  held  that  the  statute 
of  1866  effected  a  repeal  of  that  of  1837,  when  we  consider 
the  condition  of  the  law  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act 
of  1866.  At  that  time,  by  the  general  law  as  contained  in  the 
He  vised  Statutes,  the  property  of  individuals,  firms,  &c.,  was 
liable  to  assessment  for  highway  labor,  but  under  such  general 
statute  the  property  of  a  corporation  wns  not  liable.  Corpora- 
tions were  only  liable  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  1837,  which 
was  a  special  statute  imposing  upon  them  this  tax,  and 
which  contained  provisions  peculiarly  adapted  to  the  condi- 
tion of  such  corporation  and  to  the  situation  of  their  property. 
Here,  then,  were  two  distinct  statutes  in  relation  to  the  assess- 
ment of  highway  labor,  one  relating  to  a  class  only  the  other 
general.  "Was  it  the  intent  of  the  legislature  that  the  general 
law  of  1866  should  apply  only  to  the  general  law  then  in  exist- 
ence upon  this  subject,  or  was  it  intended  to  apply  to  this 
special  law  also  ?  I  think  it  was  intended  to  apply  only  to  the 
general  law.  I  cannot  think  the  legislature  intended  to  repeal 
the  act  of  1837,  so  far  as  tlie  same  provides  that  the  highway 
labor  assessed  upon  the  property  of  a  corporation  may  be 
required  to  be  performed  in  such  district  or  districts  as  the 
commissioners  of  highways  may  direct,  or  that  it  was  intended 
to  provide  that  corporations  should  work  out  their  necessarily 
large  assessments  within  the  narrow  limits  of  a  single  road 
district,  thus  rendering  their  assessments  practically,  or  at 
least  partially,  vahieless  to  the  town.  Construing  the  statute 
of  1866  as  applicable  only  to  the  general  statute  and  it  is  in 
no  way  repugnant  to  or  inconsistent  with  the  statute  of  1837; 
and  thus  construed  effect  is  given  to  both. 

I  am  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the  statute  of  1866  was 
not  intended  to  repeal  that  of  1837,  and  that  it  was  not 
intended  as  a  substitute  for  it,  or  any  part  thereof,  but  that  it 
was  intended  to  apply  only  to  the  genei'al  law  as  it  then  stood 
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in  the  Revised  Statutes.  There  certainly  was  no  such  mani- 
fest intent  on  the  part  of  the  legislature  to  substitute  the 
general  provisions  of  the  statute  of  1866  for  the  special  ones 
of  the  act  of  1837  as  would  work  a  repeal  of  the  latter  by 
implication. 

It  is  also  contended  by  the  plaintiff  that  chapter  348  of  the 
Laws  of  1876  have  effected  such  repeal.  I  cannot  think  so. 
That  act  was  simply  an  amendment  of  section  32  of  chapter  16 
of  part  1  of  the  Revised  Statutes ;  and  as  we  have  already 
Been  that  statute  does  not  apply  to  corporations.  It  was  in  no 
way  inconsistent  with  or  repugnant  to  the  special  statute  of 
1837  relating  to  corporations. 

From  tliese  considerations  it  follows  that  the  plaintiff's 
complaint  must  be  dismissed  upon  the  merits. 

Note.  —  Affirmed,  May  general  term,  1883,  on  foregoing  opinion  (See 
80  Sun,  222).    Appeal  to  court  of  appeals  discontinued  March  18, 1884. 


N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

BoBEBT  E.  Maoniffe,  respondent,  agt.  Benjamin  L.  Lm>- 

DiNGTON,  appellant. 

Appeal  from  judgment  of  diairict  court — When  common  pleas  wiU  remew  wi" 

dence  on  a  question  of  fact. 

Where  there  is  conflicting  evidence  on  a  question  of  fact  in  the  court 
below,  this  court  will  review  the  evidence  and  reverse  the  judgment 
appealed  from,  where  it  is  clearly  against  the  weight  of  evidence. 

General  Term^  December^  1883. 

Before  Daly,  Ch,  J,y  and  Van  Hoesen,  «/. 

The  plaintiff,  as  assignee  from  one  James  M.  Lyddy  of  a 
claim  against  the  defendant  for  prof essional  services,  recovered 
a  judgment  in  one  of  the  districts  courts  of  the  city  of  New 
York  for  ninety  dollars,  the  full  amount  claimed,  with  costs. 

There  were  but  three  witnesses  sworn  before  the  justice  in 
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the  court  belo^v,  to  w!t :  Lyddy,  the  assignor  of  the  cla;in  who 
testified  tliat  he  rendered  the  services  at  the  request  of  the 
defendant,  and  that  they  were  worth  the  amount  claimed. 

The  defendant  and  his  attorney,  George  W.  Lord,  testified 
that  the  services  claimed  for  were  rendered  at  tlie  instance  and 
request  of  Mr.  Lord,  and  with  the  understanding  that  no 
charge  therefore  should  be  made  against  the  defendant.  The 
other  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

WiUimn  J.  GroOy  for  appellant. 

James  M.  Lyddy y  for  respondent 

Per  Curiam.  —  This  judgment  should  be  reversed.  Upon 
reviewing  the  evidence,  the  conclusion  is  unmistakable  that 
the  professional  services  of  Lyddy,  in  the  3uit  of  Nm(m  agt. 
Laddingtcmy  were  voluntarily  rendered  by  him  at  the  request 
and  for  the  benefit  of  Mr.  Lord,  the  defendant's  attorney,  he 
being  at  the  time  confined  to  his  house  by  illness,  and  not 
upon  any  retainer  by  the  defendant.  This  is  distinctly  and 
positively  sworn  to  both  by  Lord  and  by  the  defendant, 
whilst  Lyddy's  account  of  his  retainer  by  the  defendant. and 
of  the  services  he  rendered  is  vague,  indefinite  and  in  part 
contradictory. 

It  is  especially  so  in  respect  to  his  services  upon  the  motion 
for  the  stay  of  proceedings.  He  first  testified  that  he  pre- 
pared the  affidavit  and  other  papers  upon  that  motion,  and 
wlien  it  afterwards  appeared  that  that  affidavit  was  in  the 
defendant's  hand-writing  he  admitted  that  the  papers  were 
prepared  in  the  defendant's  office ;  and  so  in  respect  to  the 
visit  to  New  Jersey.  He  first  testified  that  he  went  to  the 
defendant's  office  to  inquire  where  the  defendant's  attorney, 
Loni,  lived,  and  afterward  that  he  did  not  see  the  defendant 
until  he,  Lyddy,  had  returned  from  New  Jersey ;  and  he 
could  not  remember  whether  he  went  there  for  the  special 
purpose  of  the  defendant's  suit  or  not. 

The  case  of  the  plain tifiE  rests  solely  upon  Lyddy's  testimony, 
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and  whilst  it  is  of  the  character  stated,  the  testimony  in 
conflict  with  it  of  Lord  and  the  defendant  is  supported  by 
circumstances  that  are  uncontradicted. 

The  defendant's  statement  that  Lyddy  told  him  that  he 
was  going  to  make  the  motion  as  a  personal  favor  to  Lord, 
and  that  he  would  make  an  affidavit  that  would  be  a  protec- 
tion to  the  defendant  against  any  charge  against  him  for 
services,  and  attach  it  to  the  motion  papers,  is  corroborated 
by  the  affidavit  itself,  in  which  it  is  stated  that  Lyddy  makes 
the  motion  at  Lord's  request.  The  defendant  swore  that 
Lyddy  was  an  entire  stranger  to  him ;  that  he  had  already 
employed  Lord  and  Mr.  Choate,  and  being  a  lawyer  that  he 
would  have  made  the  motion  himself  if  he  had  anything  to  pay 
for  doing  it.  That  Lyddy  had  a  long  conversation  with  the 
defendant,  in  which  the  whole  of  the  case  was  talked  over, 
and  several  consultations  also  with  Nason's  lawyer  for  the 
purpose  of  eflfecting  a  settlement  by  the  defendant  paying 
$1,000  is  improbable  upon  its  face,  for  the  defendant,  at  that 
time,  had  offered  to  pay  three  times  that  amount,  or  $3,000,  if 
the  plaintiff  would  settle,  and  which  was  then  a  standing  offer 
in  the  hands  of  his  attorney,  a  fact  that  is  sworn  to  by  the 
defendant  and  not  contradicted.  A  part  of  the  services 
charged  for  are  interviews  and  consultations  on  October  twelfth, 
fifteenth  and  seventeenth.  The  defendant  swore  that  he 
never  had  any  consultations,  except  tliat  Lyddy  asked  him 
about  the  case.  "  No  consultations,"  he  said,  "  except,  how 
are  you  getting  along,  and  how  will  you  succeed  ? "  and  that 
this  was  all  there  was  of  the  consultations  was  not  denied  by 
Lyddy,  although  he  afterwards  went  upon  the  stand  and  gave 
further  testimony.  Finally,  Lyddy  allowed  four  years  and 
a-half  to  go  by  without  sending  any  bill  to  or  apprising  the 
defendant  of  any  claim  against  him  for  these  services,  and 
when  he  did  he  claimed  $150,  and  when  the  suit  was  brought 
fixed  the  amount  at  ninety  dollars,  a  difference  of  sixty 
dollars  in  so  small  a  bill. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed. 
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EoBBBT    V.   R.  Stuyvesant  agt.  Katharine    Reid    Neil 

and  others. 

Trust  estate  —  Deed  of  trust  — Pncer  cf  trustee  under. 

Where  a  wife  is  empowered  by  a  deed  of  trust  executed  by  herself  and 
husband  to  apportion  by  will  or  other  instrument,  in  writing,  certain 
property  among  her  children  and  their  descendants,  she  cannot  limit 
the  trust  estate  to  an  estate  for  life  in  her  children  with  remainder  to 
their  issue,  but  must  apportion  the  prooerty  itself  and  all  the  rights 
incident  to  ownership. 

Special  Term^  December^  1883. 
John  N,  Whiting^  for  plaintiff. 
J,  R.  OummingH^  for  guardian  ad  litem. 

Van  Vorst,  J,  —  I  cannot  resist  the  conclusion  that  the 
appointment  made  by  Julia  Stuyvesant,  through  her  last  will, 
"was  a  defective  execution  of  the  power  with  which  she  was 
invested  by  the  deed  of  trust  of  the  27th  day  of  February, 
1847,  executed  by  herself  and  husband  to  Jordan  G.  Ferguson. 
By  that  deed  it  was  provided  that  the  trustee  should  convey 
the  premises  and  the  accumulations,  and  the  securities  or 
property  which  may  have  been  substituted  for  any  portion 
thereof,  pto  such  of  the  children  of  the  said  Julia  Stuyvesant 
by  her  present  husband  and  their  descendants,  in  such  propor- 
tion and  subject  to  such  provisions  for  her  present  husband 
as  she,  by  will  or  other  instrument  in  writing,  should  direct 
and  appointJ^J  And  afterwards  in  the  deed  Julia  Stuyvesant 
was  expressly  authorized  "  to  appoint  and  direct,  by  will  or 
other  instrument  in  writing,  the  apportionment "  of  the  prop- 
erty and  its  accumulations  "among  her  children  by  her 
present  husband  and  their  descendants." 

By  her  will  Mrs.  Stuyvesant  seeks  to  limit  the  estate 
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to  ail  estate  for  life  in  her  daughters,  with  remainder  to  their 
issue.  This  clearly  was  not  intended  by  the  deed  or  the  set- 
tlers of  the  trust  estate.  The  property  itself,  and  all  the 
rights  incident  to  ownership,  and  not  a  mere  right  to  its  use 
for  a  time,  was  to  be  apportioned  by  Julia  Stuyvesant  among 
her  children  and  their  descendants. 

If  one  of  her  daughters  was  dead,  with  issue  surviving, 
Mrs.  Stuyvesant  could  have  doubtless  given  a  portion  of  the 
settled  estate  to  the  child  or  other  descendant  of  said  deceased 
daughter.  In  general,  tlie  objects  of  the  trust  from  which 
the  trustee  has  the  power  of  selection  are  vested  with  the 
beneficial  interest,  to  be  divested  out  of  those  who  are  not 
selected. 

The  power  of  the  trustee  was  to  select  the  objects  out  of 
the  class  named,  and  apportion  the  property  itself,  not  a 
limited  interest  therein. 

That  such  was  the  original  intention  of  the  parties  to  the 
deed  is  made  clear  by  the  provisions  contained  therein,  that 
in  the  event  of  the  death  of  Julia  Stuyvesant  without  leaving 
a  will,  the  property  was  ultimately  "to  be  divided  equally 
among  the  children  of  the  said  Julia  Stuyvesant  who  may  then 
be  living,  and  their  descendants,  if  any  shall  have  died  leaving 
lawful  issue"  {Peri^  on  Trusts^  sees.  249-251,  508).  The 
power  must  be  strictly  adhered  to  in  its  execution. 

Taking  into  consideration  the  other  provisions  of  her  will 
looking  towards  the  absolute  equality  of  interest  of  her  several 
children,  the  will  may  be  regarded  as  an  execution  of  the 
power  to  the  extent  of  determining  that  her  children  and  the 
issue  of  her  deceased  child  must  take  share  and  share  alike, 
and  it  must  now  be  determined  that  the  children  of  Mrs. 
Stuyvesant  who  are  now  living,  and  Julia  S.  Winterhoflf, 
tlie  daughter  of  Mrs.  Stuyvesant's  deceased  daughter,  shall 
severally  take  an  equal  proportion  of  the  trust  estate.  The 
accumulations  of  tlie  trust  estate  pass  with  the  estate  itself. 
And  to  the  extent  that  the  house  and  lot  No.  53  West  Thirty- 
eighth  street  was  paid  for  with  the  assets  of  trust  projierty,  it 
Vol.  LXVII        3 
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must  be  regarded  as  forming  a  part  of  the  tnl^f  estate,  not- 
withstanding the  title  thereto  was  taken  in  the  name  of  Mrs. 
Stuyvesant. 

The  evidence  does  not  make  it  entirely  clear  that  all  the 
money  paid  by  Mrs.  Stuyvesant  on  the  purchase  of  this  prop- 
erty, or  that  the  sum  of  $5,000  on  deposit  in  the  trust  com- 
pany, were  accumulations  of  income.  It  is  stated  in  the  plain- 
tiffs brief  that  they  are  presumptively  such  accumulations. 
But  the  evidence  should  be  reasonably  satisfactory  on  this 
point,  especially  as  infants  are  concerned.  A  reference  will 
be  needed  to  take  the  proof  upon  that  subject. 

Findings  of  fact  and  condusions  of  law  must  be  prepared 
by  the  attorneys  of  the  plaintiff  to  carry  out  what  has  been 
above  indicated,  which  will  be  settled  on  notice. 


COUET  OF  APPEALS. 

Thomas  Yssnon  et  al^  reeipondents,  agt.  Albert  Palmkb, 

appellant. 

Oodsof  OivU  Procedure,  section  XSIS^  Effect  of  an  appeal  taken  before  the 

judgment  of  retereal  is  entered. 

Although  the  Code  piovides  that  an  appeal  must  be  taken  from  the  order 
denying  a  new  trial,  an  appeal  taken  before  the  judgment  of  reversal  is 
'entered  Is  ineffectual  to  review  the  judgment. 

This  action  was  brought  against  the  defendant  to  recover 
from  him  a  corporate  debt,  as  a  penalty  under  section  12  of 
the  Laws  of  1848.  At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case  the 
defendant  moved  >to  dismiss  the  complainant's  case,  which 
motion  was  granted,  and  a  judgment  entered  thereon.  An 
appeal  was  thereupon  taken  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  general 
tterm,  and  the  order  and  judgment  appealed  from  were 
revBTsed  and  a  new  trial  ordered.   Plaintiff  thereupon  entered 
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an  order  of  the  general  term  and  served  the  same  upon  the 
defendant,  who  appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals  from  the 
order  in  July,  18S2.  In  February,  1884,  before  the  case  liad 
been  heard  at  the  court  of  appeals,  the  defendant  moved,  at 
special  tenn  in  the  superior  court,  that  the  plaintiflE  be 
compelled  to  enter  a  final  judgment,  which  motion  the  court 
granted,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiflE  entered  final  judgment 
and  served  the  same  upon  the  defendant. 

The  appellant  then  mov3d,  in  the  court  of  appeals,  for 
leave  to  withdraw  the  appeal,  on  the  ground  that  the  appeal 
was  a  nullity,  no  final  judgment  liaving  been  entered  when 
the  appeal  was  taken  from  tlie  order  of  reversal. 

James  B.  Dill  {Dill  <&  Chandler ^  attorneys),  for  the  motion. 
The  order  of  the  general  term  was  not  a  judgment  and 
was  not  effectual  to  reverse  a  judgment  entered  on  the  decision 
of  the  court  at  trial  term  {Knapp  agt.  Roche^  82  N.  Y.^  366). 
The  Code  provides  by  implication  that  a  judgment  of 
reversal  must  first  be  entered  before  an  appeal  can  lie  from 
an  order  granting  a  new  trial  {Code^  sec,  1318). 

jpranklin  A,  Paddock  {Paddock  cfe  Cannon,^  attorneys), 
opposing.  Section  1318  of  the  Code  lias  changed  the  former 
practice,  namely,  that  an  appeal  must  be  taken  from  the  judg- 
ment of  the  general  term,  and  this  appeal  reviewed  the  order 
granting  a  new  trial,  and  the  only  eflfect  of  this  provision  is  to 
shorten  the  time  in  which  an  appeal  must  be  taken  {Throop^s 
note  on  section  1318). 

The  Couet  granted  the  defendant's  motion,  holding: 
Although  the  Code  provides  that  an  appeal  must  be  taken 
from  the  order  of  reversal,  it  did  not  dispense  with  the 
necessity  of  entering  a  judgment  on  the  decision  of  the 
general  term ;  that  an  appeal  from  the  order  of  the  general 
term  reversing  a  judgment  and  granting  a  new  trial  is  not 
effectual  to  review  the  judgment,  unless  a  judgment  of  the 
general  term  has  been  entered  and  made  a  part  of  the  case ; 
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that  the  proyision  of  the  Code  is  that  upon  an  appeal  from  an 
order  granting  a  new  trial,  the  judgment  of  reversal  must  be 
reviewed,  and  thus  by  implication  provides  that  the  judgment 
shall  first  be  entered  before  an  appeal  can  effectually  be  taken 
from  an  order  of  reversal. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Flobenob  M.  Db  Mbli  agt.  Hbnbt  A.  Db  Meli. 

Code  of  Civd  Pr&eedure,  teeUoM  17^,  1768, 1769,  9Si9(^— Action  for  tepara- 
Hon  bu  husband  or  wtfe  — FW  what  eaiiMS  may  be  maintained — Cruel  and 
iTihuman  treatmmt  whu^  unU  auihanee  a  ieparaUon —  What  eongtitutes  a 
perion  a  resident  of  this  staite^Etpenses  of  action  and  costs,  how  awarded. 

The  resldenoe  of  a  man  is  clanged  from  one  place  to  another  only  by  an 
abandoAment  of  his  first  place  of  domicile  with  the  intention  not  to 
return,  and  by  taking  up  hisi  residence  in  another  place  with  tlie  inten- 
tion to  permaniently  settle  ii^  that  place. 

Where  it  appeared  from  defendant's  own  testimony  that,  during  all  the 
time  of  his  sojourn  in  Dresden,  whenever  he  has  had  occasion  to  state 
his  i^esidtsnce  he  has  described  himself  as  a  resident  of  the  city  of  New 
York;  that  l^e  has  every  year  paid  the  stranger's  tax  in  the  city  of 
Dresden;  that  all  the  property  he  expects  to  inherit  is  situated  in  the 
city  of  New  York  : 

Seld,  that  from  his  own  evidence  he  has  never  had  any  intention  of 
obtaining  a  residence  an^hereelse  than  in  the  city  of  his  birth,  and  was 
consequently  a  resident  of  the  state  of  New  York  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  this  action. 

Cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  which  will  authorize  a  separation,  or  which 
will  permit  a  wife  to  say  that  it  is  unsafe  or  improper  for  her  to  cohabit 
with  her  husband,  must  be  either  actual  personal  violence,  committed 
with  danger  to  life,  hn\b  or  health,  or  there  must  be  a  reasonable  appre- 
hension of  personal  violence,  arising  from  menaces  or  threats  creating 
a  reasonable  fear  of  bodily  harm;  mere  austerity  of  temper,  petulence 
of  manners,  rudeness  of  language,  even  occasional  sallies  of  passion,  if 
they  do  not  threaten  bodily  harm,  do  not  amount  to  legal  cruelty. 

While  the  treatment  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant  was  frequently 
unkind,  while  he  frequently  incNIged  in  fits  of  passion  and  used  violent 
language,  and  by  his  conduct,  supervision  and  attempts  ti>  c^&trol  her 
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every  action,  made  himself,  at  tim?s,  veiy  disagreeable  to  her,  and  fre- 
quently caused  her  great  unhappiness;  while  he  was  severe,  harsh  and 
even  ungentlemanly,  yet  his  conduct  was  not  such  as  to  create  any 
apprehension  of  personal  violence,  or  to  cause  injury  to  the  health  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  for  that  reason  she  is  not  entitled  to  a  d^ree  for  a  separation. 

That  defendant  made  an  unfounded  charge  of  adultery  against  plaintiff 
while  she  was  living  separate  from  him,  and  which  only  came  to  her 
notice  indirectly,  is  not  such  an  act  of  cruelty  as  to  warrant  a  separa- 
tion. Nor  does  the  making  of  a  charge  of  adultery,  even  to  one's  wife, 
constitute  cruelty,  unless  such  charge  be  made  in  bad  faith,  and  without 
any  ground  for  believing  it  to  be  true. 

Where  in  an  action  brought  by  the  wife  against  her  husband  to  obtain  a 
separation  from  him,  and  he  sets  up  a  counter-claim  and  alleges  that  his 
wife  was  guilty  of  adultery,  and  such  allegation  was  made  as  a  founda- 
tion for  a  claim  for  u^ demand  for  affirmative  relief i  and  not  simply  as  a 
defense  to  plaintiff's  action : 

Held,  that  this  was  tantamount  to  the  commencement  of  an  action  by  him 
against  his  wife  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  and  as  to  that 
counter-claim  she  has  the  same  right  as  though  she  were  defendant  la 
an  action  brought  againet  her  for  an  absolute  divorce,  and  although 
her  complaint  be  dismissed,  ^et  where  she  succeeds  n  refuting  the 
charge  of  adultery,  she  is  entitled  to  an  allowance  for  her  counsel  feeB 
and  expenses  of  prepariag  for  trial  pendente  We, 

Special  Term^  April,  1884. 

John  E.  Parsons,  for  plaintiff. 

H.  B.  Turner  and  Da/vid  Mcdure,  for  defendant. 

BuMSEY,  J,  —  The  plaintiff  brings  this  action  under  section 
1762  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  to  obtain  a  separation 
from  the  defendant. 

The  first  answer  of  the  defendant  attacks  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court ;  and  he  claims  that,  under  the  facts  as  they 
appear,  he  was  not,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  a  resident  of  the  state  of  New  York,  as  required  by 
section  1763,  subdivision  1,  and  that  for  that  reason  the 
court  has  not  obtained  jurisdiction.  From  evidence  in  the 
case,  it  appears  that  the  defendant  was  born  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  in  the  year  1842 ;  that  his  father  was  a  naturalized 
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citizen  of  the  United  States ;  that  he  was  educated  at  the 
School  of  Mines,  in  Columbia  College ;  and  that,  after  he  had 
finished  the  course  at  that  school,  he  went  to  Dresden  with 
his  father  and  mother,  where,  except  for  some  months,  when 
he  has  been  in  the  United  States  or  in  South  Africa,  he  has 
since  staid.  It  appears  from  his  own  testimony  that  during 
all  the  time  of  his  sojourn  in  Dresden,  whenever  he  has  had 
occasion  to  state  his  residence,  he  has  described  himself  as  a 
resident  of  the  city  of  New  York ;  that  he  has  every  year 
paid  the  stranger's  tax  in  the  city  of  Dresden ;  that  all  the 
property  he  expects  to  inherit  is  situated  in  the  city  of  New 
York ;  and  it  is  quite  clear,  I  think,  from  his  own  evidence, 
that  he  has  never  had  any  intention  of  obtaining  a  residence 
anywhere  else  than  in  the  city  of  his  birth ;  such  being  the 
case,  he  has  never  acquired  a  residence  away  from  this  statej 
because  the  residence  of  a  man  is  changed  from  one  place  to 
another  only  by  an  abandonment  of  his  first  place  of  domicile 
with  the  intention  not  to  return,  and  by  taking  np  his  resi- 
dence in  another  place  with  the  intention  to  permanently 
settle  in  that  place  {Frost  agt.  Brishiriy  19  We?id.j  11 ;  Zowry 
agt.  Bradley y  39  Am.  Deo.  142;  Dnpuy  agt.  Wurtz^  53 
iV.  y.,  556,  561), 

It  is  conceded  that  the  plaintiff  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  a  resident  of  this  state,  and  I 
am  quite  clear,  therefore,  that  she  has  brought  herself  within 
subdivision  1  of  section  1763  of  the  Code,  and  that  the  court 
has  jurisdiction  of  the  action. 

The  plaintiff  claims  that  she  is  entitled  to  a  separation, 
because,  as  she  says,  for  a  long  series  of  years  the  defendant  has 
been  guilty  of  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  of  her,  and  has 
conducted  himself  in  such  a  manner  as  to  render  it  unsafe  and 
improper  for  her  to  cohabit  with  him  as  his  wife.  It  appears 
from  the  evidence  that  the  parties  wore  married  at  Dresden, 
on  the  1st  day  of  March,  1870 ;  that  soon  after  their  mar- 
riage they  came  to  this  country  and  went  to  Georgetown,  in 
the  state  of  Colorado,  where  they  resided  for  some  months. 
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and  then,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  they  left  Georgetown 
and  returned  to  Europe,  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  near  her 
mother  at  the  time  of  the  birth  of  her  first  child,  which  took 
place  in  the  latter  part  of  October,  1870.  The  plaintiff, 
upon  her  examination,  stated  several  instances  of  unkind  and 
ungcntlemanly  treatment,  which  she  claimed  to-  have  received 
from  the  defendant  while  thej  were  in  New  York  on  their 
way  to  Georgetown,  and  while  they  were  living  in  George- 
town. It  is  unnecessary  to  refer  particularly  to  those  incidents. 
They  were  not  pleasant,  it  is  true,  and  it  is  just  as  true  that, 
if  the  plaintiff's  version  of  them  is  correct,  the  defendant 
did  not  treat  her  with  the  kindness  with  which  a  husband 
should  treat  liis  wife  Of  themselves  they  have  little  import- 
ance; whatever  importance  they  do  have,,  is  derived  simply 
from  the  fact  that  they  are  indicia,  which  enables  us  to  get 
an  idea  of  the  manner  of  man  the  defendant  waB,  and  his 
notions  of  how  a  wife  ought  to  be  treated. 

The  plaintiff 's  charges  against  her  husband  as'C,  in  the  first 
place,  that  he  gave  way  to  terrifying  outbursts  of  temper 
towards  her,  which  were  aggravated  by  his  becoming  addicted 
to  excessive  indulgence  in  strong  drink,  from  which  he  would 
become  greatly  excited.  I  do  not  think  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  defendant  was  at  any  time  addicted  to  excessive, 
indulgence  in  strong  drink ;  so  far  as  the  plaintiff 's  case 
depends  upon  that,  it  is  entirely  disproved  by  the  evidence. 
That  he  did  give  way  to  outbursts  of  temper,  and  that  he  was, 
when  about  his  house,  harsh,  and  at  times  severe  in  his  treat- 
ment of  the  plaintiff,  is  not  to  be  denied.  From  the  time  he 
left  Georgetown,  it  appears  by  the  evidence  that  he  was 
wholly  without  employment,  except  during  the  few  months 
which  he  spent  in  South  Africa;  A  large  portion  of  his 
time  was  spent  in  his  apartments,  and  he  seemed  to  be  a  man 
who  had  his  own  ideas  of  how  his  house  should  be  managed, 
which  were  frequently  different  from  the  ideas  of  his  wife  on 
that  subject ;  and  it  appears  that  he  very  frequently  interfered 
with  the  servants  and  with  his  wife's  management  of  the 
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hooBeliold  afiairS)  and  with  his  wife's  disposition  of  her  own 
time,  and  that  he  required  her  to  conform  strictlj  to  his 
notions  in  regard  to  all  her  household  matters,  and  to  obey 
implicitly  every  wish  that  he  expressed.  I  am  inclined  to 
think,  from  the  Evidence,  that  his  behavior  in  his  family  was 
properly  characterized  by  one  of  the  witnesses  as  "petty 
tyranny,"  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  there  were  times  during 
the  married  life  of  these  people  when  this  behavior  was  the 
cause  of  great  unhappiness  to  the  plaintiff.  But  the  evidence 
does  not  show  that  his  outbursts  of  temper  were  accompanied 
by  any  personal  violence  towards  the  plaintiff,  or  that  she  had 
any  apprehension  or  fear  of  receiving  personal  violence  at 
his  hands.  In  fact,  she  saj'S  explicitly,  in  her  testimony,  both 
on  her  direct  and  on  her  oross-oxamination,  that  she  never  had 
any  *'  apprehension  or  alarm  "  of  personal  riolence  at  his 
hands,  until  six  weeks  before  she  left  Dresden ;  and  there 
does  not  appear  anywhere  in  the  case  any  action  on  his  part, 
either  an  outburst  of  ill-temper  or  even  a  quarrel  with  his 
wife,  during  that  period  of  six  weeks  before  the  plaintiff  left 
Dresden,  which  could  possibly  have  given  rise  to  any  appre- 
hension or  alarm.  In  fact,  the  whole  case,  from  beginning  to 
end,  is  wonderfully  barren  of  any  treatment  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  toward  the  plaintiff  which  could  give  rise  to  any 
such  apprehension.  8ome  of  the  witnesses  say  that  his 
behavior  was  brutal;  the  plaintiff  says  that  certain  acts  of 
which  she  complains  were  cruel,  but  they  fail  to  specify  any 
acts  which  may  be  legally  characterized  as  cruel  or  brutal. 
The  plaintiff  complains  of  the  treatment  of  her  parents  by 
the  defendant,  and  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say,  from  the  evidence, 
that  the  defendant  was  not  at  all  times  inclined  to  be  upon 
friendly  terms  with  them  ;  but  there  appears  in  evidence  only 
one  case  when,  even  upon  plaintiff's  own  testimony,  the 
defendant  wajs  guilty  of  anything  which  could  properly  be 
called  gross  abuse  of  her  parents,  or  outrageous  behavior 
toward  them.  The  explanation  which  he  gives  of  the  refusal 
to  admit  Mr.  Draper  to  the  house  at  the  time  when  his  wife 
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was  lying  ill,  was  not  contradicted,  and  it  seemB  to  me  that 
it  is  correct,  and  it  was  reasonable.  I  think  that  the  verEion 
of  the  plaiutifE  as  to  the  treatment  of  her  parents  is  some* 
what  exaggerated  in  her  testimony,  bnt  I  am  sure  that  it  ift 
quite  clear,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  defendant  did  not 
have  any  friendly  feeling  toward  Mrs.  Draper,  and  that  he 
prevented,  as  far  as  possible,  any  intercourse  between  her  and 
her  daughter.  Be  gave  the  reasons  which  led  him  to  this 
course  during  the  time  Mrs.  Draper  was  at  Freibourg.  I  wag 
not  much  struck  with  their  force,  and  the  impression  which 
the  evidence  left  upon  my  mind  as  to  the  treatment  of  Mrs. 
Draper,  was  that  the  defendant  treated  her  unkindly  and  in 
an  ungentlemanly  manner ;  and  this,  I  have  no  doubt,  was 
the  cause  of  very  considerable  unhappiness  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  complains,  further,  that  the  defendant  treated 
with  great  severity  and  harshness  their  boy,  a  child  of  about 
six  years ;  that  he  used  to  punish  him  unmercifully  for  slight 
causes,  and  that  at  one  time  when  she  endeavored  to  stand 
between  him  and  the  child  she  received  upon  her  person  the 
blows  which  were  intended  for  the  child ;  and  she  says  that 
this  punishment  of  the  child  was  asserted  by  the  defendant  to 
have  been  inflicted  for  the  purpose  of  hurting  her  feelings, 
because  it  was  the  most  convenient  way  for  him  to  make  her 
uncomfortable  and  to  treat  her  cruelly.  The  plaintiff  says 
that  this  course  of  treatment  of  the  child  commenced  when 
the  child  was  of  the  age  of  six  years,  and  continued  down  to 
the  time  when  she  left  the  defendant's  house.  There  is  other 
evidence  in  the  case  tending  to  show  tliat  the  defendant  was 
in  the  habit  of  punishing  the  child  quite  severely,  and  there 
is  the  evidence  of  Minna  Moehring  that  at  one  time,  when  she 
was  passing  along  the  corridor,  she  saw  the  defendant  strike 
the  boy  with  a  book  and  with  his  fists,  and  knock  him  down. 
I  do  not  think,  however,  that  the  allegations  and  assertions  of 
the  plaintiff  are  borne  out  by  the  evidence  in  the  case.  She 
herself  stated  that  when  the  boy  needed  punishment  she  very 
frequently  took  Jiim  to  the  defendant  to  be  punished,  and 
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stood  by  while  the  punishment  was  being  inflicted  ;  and  that, 
it  seems  to  me,  is  quite  inconsistent  with  her  statement  that 
the  defendant  was  in  the  habit  of  punishing  the  child  severely 
for  no  other  purpose  than  to  inflict  pain  upon  the  mother. 

I  cannot  conceive  it  to  be  possible  that  a  motlier,  knowing 
that  her  husband  was  in  the  habit  of  wantonly  inflicting 
severe  beatings  upon  her  child,  would  take  the  child  to  the 
father  and  request  him  to  puuish  it.  Especially  is  this  so 
when  she  knows  that  the  beatings  are  inflicted  for  the  express 
purpose  of  hurting  her  feelings. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  act  which  is  related  by  the  wit-- 
ness  Moehring  ever  came  to  the  notice  of  the  plaiutifl,  and 
the  story  she  tells  is  entirely  without  any  statement  of  the  cir- 
cumstances, and  I  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  attach  much  weight 
to  it.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  defendant  did  punish  the 
child,  and  punished  him  severely,  at  .times,  but  the  evidence 
does  not  show  that  such  punishment  was  more  severe  than  the 
good  of  the  child  required,  and  it  entirely  fails  to  show,  in 
my  judgment,  that  it  was  inflicted  at  any  time  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  pain  to  the  mother. 

The  plaintiff  also  complains  of  the  conduct  of  the  defend- 
ant's mother  toward  her.  I  do  not  see  that  that  has  any 
importance  in  this  case.  They  never  lived  in  tl\e  same  apart- 
ments or  in  the  same  house,  or  even  in  the  same  street.  It 
does  not  appear  that  the  defendant  compelled  his  wife  to  be 
in  the  company  of  the  elder  Mrs.  de  Meli  when  she  was  not 
inclined  to  do  so,  except  that  he  desired  her  to  go  with  the 
rest  of  the  family  to  his  mother's  to  dinner  on  Sunday  after- 
noons, and  it  does  not  appear  that  she  expressed  any  serious 
disinclination  to  do  so,  or  that  she  was  compelled  to  do  so  when 
she  felt  inclined  to  refuse.  It  may  be  quite  true  that  there 
was,  on  the  Ist  of  October,  1881,  a  serious  quarrel  between 
the  plaintiflE  and  the  elder  Mre.  de  Meli ;  and  it  is  very  possi- 
ble that  the  defendant  was  inclined  to  take  his  mother's  part ; 
but  I  do  not  see  that,  upon  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  her- 
self, the  defendant  took  any  active  part  in  the  quarrel  or  inter- 
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fered  in  it  in  any  way  ;  but  she  herself  says  that  after  that 
time,  when  she  refused  to  go  to  the  house  of  the  elder  Mrs. 
de  Meli  to  dinner,  because  of  the  treatment  she  had  received 
from  her,  the  defendant  interposed  no  objection  to  her  staying 
away,  and  she  did  stay  away. 

As  to  the  purpose  of  the  defendant  to  place  the  plaintiff  in 
a  lunatic  asylum,  or  a  "  maison  de  sanU^^  I  think  the  evidence 
of  Dr.  Zumpe  is  quite  conclusive  to  the  effect  that  no  such 
suggestion  wa^  ever  made  to  him,  and  I  do  not  think  that  the 
defendant  ever  had  any  intention  of  taking  any  such  step, 
although  the  conversation  which  was  had  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  in  regard  to  Mrs.  Von  Weber  may  have 
given  her  the  idea  that  he  had  such  an  intention ;  and  that  is 
tlie  more  likely  from  the  fact  that  at  that  time  the  plaintiff  was 
not  at  all  well,  and  was  still  suffering  from  the  fatigue  of 
moving  and  the  nervous  excitement  caused  by  her  quarrel 
with  the  elder  Mrs.  de  Meli. 

I  have  thus  gone  over  substantially  all  the  charges  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  claims  that  she  is  entitled  to  a  separation, 
except  the  charge  of  adultery,  which  I  will  consider  later. 

The  right  of  a  court  to  grant  a  separation  is  based  entirely 
upon  the  statute,  and  unless  the  plaintiff  brings  herself,  by  a 
fair  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  within  the  statute  as  it  has 
been  interpreted  by  the  courts,  she  can  have  no  separation, 
however  unpleasant  her  relation  with  her  husband  may  have 
been,  or  however  unhappy  a  life  has  come  to  her  from  those 
relations.  The  interpretation  of  this  statute  is  not  —  in  this 
state,  at  least  —  an  open  question.  It  is  thoroughly  well  set- 
tled that  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  which  will  authorize  a 
separation,  or  which  will  permit  a  wife  to  say  tliat  it  is  unsafe 
or  improper  for  her  to  cohabit  with  her  husband,  must  be 
either  actual  personal  violence,  committed  with  danger  to  life, 
limb  or  health,  or  there  must  be  a  reasonable  apprehension  of 
personal  violence,  arising  from  menaces  or  threats  creating  a 
reasonable  feai*  of  bodily  harm;. and  the  mere  austerity  of 
temper,  petulance  of  manners,  rudoneas  of  language,  even 
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occasional  sallies  of  passiou,  if  they  do  not  threaten  bodily 
harm,  do  not  amount  to  legal  cruelty  {Mason  agt.  Mason,  1 
m.  CL  R,,  278,  292 ;  Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Biv.  [Uh 
ed.^j  sec.  717,  et  seq.y  and  notes;  Kennedy  agt.  Kennedy,  73 
N.  r.,  369,  374). 

As  is  said  by  lord  Sbwbll,  in  the  case  of  Evans  agt  Evans 
(1  Ilag,,  35) :  "  These  things  are  high  moral  offenses  in  the 
marriage  state,  undoubtedly  —  not  innocent,  surely,  in  any 
state  of  life  —  but  still  they  are  not  that  cruelty  against  which 
the  law  can  relieve.  Under  such  misconduct  of  either  of  the 
parties  —  for  it  may  exist  on  one  side  as  well  as  on  the  other  — 
the  suffering  party  must  bear  in  some  degree  the  consequences 
of  an  injudicious  connection  —  must  subdue  by  decent  resist- 
ance or  by  prudent  conciliation ;  and  if  this  cannot  be  done, 
both  must  suffer  in  silence.  And  if  it  be  complained  that  by 
this  inactivity  of  the  courts  much  injustice  may  be  suffered 
and  much  misery  be  produced,  the  answer  is  that  courts  of 
justice  do  not  pretend  to  furnish  cures  for  all  the  miseries  of 
human  life.  They  redress  or  punish  gross  yiolations  of  duty, 
but  they  go  no  further.  They  cannot  make  men  virtuous, 
and,  as  the  happiness  of  the  world  depends  upon  its  virtue, 
there  may  be  much  unhappiness  in  it  which  human  laws  can- 
not undertake  to  remove." 

The  plaintiff  here,  as  we  have  seen,  charges  no  personal 
violence,  and  it  appears  that  she  never  had  any  apprehension 
of  personal  violence  at  the  hands  of  the  defendant.  Admit- 
ting this,  she  claims  that  she  is  entitled  to  this  separation 
because  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  was  such  as  seriously 
and  injuriously  to  affect  her  health,  and  therefore  rendered  it 
unsafe  and  improper  for  her  to  cohabit  with  him.  To  sustain 
her  claim  that  such  conduct  entitles  the  injured  party  to  a 
separation,  she  cites  the  case  of  Kelly  agt.  KeUy  (Z.  i?.,  2  P. 
{&  jD.,  31,  59).  It  appeared  in  that  case  that  the  respondent 
adopted  a  deliberate  system  of  conduct  to  his  wife,  with  a 
view  of  bending  her  to  his  authority ;  he  entirely  deposed  her 
from  her  natural  position  as  mistress  of  her  husband's  house ; 
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she  was  debarred  the  use  of  money,  the  household  expenses 
were  withdrawn  from  her  control,  and  she  was  not  ]  ermitted 
to  spend  any  money  for  her  own  necessary  expenses ;  every 
trifle  that  she  required  had  to  be  put  down  on  paper,  and  her 
husband  provided  it  if  he  thought  proper ;  having,  on  one 
occasion,  declined  to  tell  her  husband,  on  her  return  from 
town,  every  house  to  which  she  had  been,  an  interdict  was 
placed  on  her  going  out  at  will ;  at  one  time  the  doors  were 
locked  to  keep  her  in ;  at  another  time  a  man  servant  was 
deputed  to  follow  her ;  and  at  another  time  the  respondent  him- 
self insisted  on  going  with  her  wherever  she  wanted  to  go.  On 
all  occasions  he  occupied  the  short  time  they  were  together  in 
applying  to  her  strong,  coarse  and  abusive  epithets,  "  and  lan- 
guage that  would  be  applicable  to  a  woman  who  had  been 
guilty  of  adultery."  He  passed  no  time  in  her  society ;  he 
took  no  meals  with  her,  and  whenever  he  spoke  to  her  it  was 
only  to  reproach  her.  Save  on  two  occasion  she  was  not  per- 
mitted to  see  anybody.  She  was  prohibited  from  writing  let- 
ter to  any  friend,  unless  her  husband  saw  them.  And  the 
effect  of  this  treatment,  as  found  by  the  court,  was  that  her 
health  was  so  broken  down  that  to  continue  subject  to  the 
same  treatment  for  any  length  of  time,  would  not  only  have 
seriously  imperiled  her  life,  but  would  have  exposed  her  to 
the  highly  probable  consequence  of  paralysis  or  madness. 
Upon  that  state  of  facts  the  court  of  probate  and  divorce 
held  :  "  If  force,  whether  physical  or  moral,  is  systematically 
exerted  to  compel  the  submission  of  a  wife  in  such  a  manner, 
to  such  a  degree  and  during  such  a  length  of  time  as  to  injure 
her  health  and  to  render  a  serious  malady  imminent,  it  is  legal 
cruelty,  and  she  will  be  entitled  to  a  judicial  separation." 

The  case  was  a  very  strong  one,  and  it  is  perfectly  clear,  as 
the  court  found,  that  the  treatment  complained  of  had  already 
broken  plaintiff's  health,  and  that  a  longer  continuance  of  it 
would  produce  irreparable  injury.  The  facts  brought  that 
case  within  the  rule  laid  down  in  Kennedy  agt.  Kennedy 
{supra)y  for  the  wife  was  actually  locked  in  and  deprived  of 
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her  liberty.  But  it  need  not  to  be  put  upon  the  ground  that 
the  husband  used  actual  physical  violence  to  the  wife.  It  was 
enough  that  the  treatment  of  the  wife  was  such  as  to  break 
down  her  health.  But  between  the  cases  at  bar  and  that  of 
Kelly  agt.  Kelly ^  there  is  a  vast  diflEerence.  It  arises  from 
the  fact  that  it  is  apparent  upon  the  plaintiff's  own  case.  In 
delivering  the  opinion  in  Kdly  agt.  Kelly ^  the  judge  ordinary, 
lord  Penzance,  says :  "  It  behooves  the  court  to  be  sedulous 
in  inquiry  and  slow  in  conviction.  It  should  be  entirely 
satisfied  that  the  conclusion  of  the  wife's  danger  is  clearly 
reached,  and  on  reliable  evidence,"  and  the  whole  gist  of  the 
decision  is  that  it  waj9  admitted  that  the  conduct  of  the 
respondent  was  such  as  to  be  attended  with  serious  injury  to  the 
health  of  his  wife.  Now,  in  the  case  at  bar,  there  is  no  evi- 
dence tliat  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  toward  his  wife  was 
attended  with  any  injury  whatever  to  the  health  of  the  plaintiff. 
Indeed,  it  does  not  appear  that  she  was  at  all  out  of  health 
down  to  April,  1881.  No  doctor  testifies  to  it.  Not  one  of 
her  witnesses  suggests  it,  although  several  of  them  speak  of 
his  ill  treatment  of  her,  and  that  she  wiis  in  tears. 

During  all  her  married  life,  and  down  to  the  time  when  the 
defendant  returned  from  South  Africa,  she  was  able  to  attend 
to  her  household  duties  and  to  the  social  duties  required  by 
her  position,  and  not  one  of  her  friends,  who  were  examined 
as  witnesses  in  her  behalf,  testifies  to  any  failure  of  her  health, 
for  any  reason  whatever,  during  all  those  years,  until  the 
admitted  failure  of  her  health  in  the  summer  of  1881. 

She  herself  testifies,  upon  her  direct  examination,  that  at 
the  time  the  defendant  left  for  South  Africa,  in  September, 
1880,  her  health  was  "  perfectly  good  —  perfectly  well,"  so 
far  as  sh6  could  remember.  Although  she  finally  says  she 
was  somewhat  unstning  at  the  time  he  left,  such  facts  surely 
do  not  establish  an  injury  to  health  to  require  a  separation. 
It  is  true  that  her  health  failed  to  some  extent  after  his  return 
from  South  Africa,  but  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  show 
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that  such  failure  should  be  attributed  to  the  conduct  of  the 
defendant  toward  her. 

The  plaintiff  says  there  wiis  no  other  cause  for  that  failure 
than  his  violent  treatment  of  herself  and  children.  But  I 
have  searched  the  evidence  in  vain  for  the  facts  to  warrant 
that  conclusion.  Ill  treatment  of  the  kind  claimed,  so  violent 
and  persistent  as  to  break  down  plaintiff's  health  between 
April  and  June  (when  it  began  to  be  suggested  that  her  health 
required  her  to  go  to  Frazensbad),  would  surely  haye  been 
noticed  by  others,  and  would  have  been  accompanied  by  some 
act  or  word  which  would  have  burned  itself  into  the  memory 
BO  that  she  could  relate  it.  But  there  is  nothing  of  the  kind  ; 
the  case  stands  upon  her  declaration  that  there  was  no  other 
cause  for  her  illness  than  his  violent  treatment ;  she  specifies 
no  act,  she  relates  no  incident,  she  says  "  there  was  nothing 
unusual;"  "it  was  violent  and  it  completely  unnerved  me 
again  ;  1  was  very  miserable."  This  will  not  do.  Sympathy 
for  a  suffering  woman  must  not  blind  us  to  the  requirements 
of  the  law  that  "  the  conclusion  of  the  wife's  danger  shall  be 
clearly  reached  and  on  reliable  evidence."  The  plaintiff's 
mere  opinion  will  not  support  such  a  conclusion,  and  I  could 
not  be  justified  in  finding  as  a  fact  that  the  conduct  of 
the  defendant  towards  the  plaintiff  was  attended  with  injury 
to  her  health. 

I  have  thus  far  assumed  that  the  conduct  of  the  defendant 
was  substantially  as  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  her  life  was  constantly  unhappy  by  reason  of  his  treat- 
ment. It  is  only  fair  to  say  that  upon  the  evidence  of  her 
own  letters,  it  is  not  entirely  clear  that  she  has  not  consider- 
ably exaggerated  the  unhappiness  which  she  felt.  These 
letters,  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  them,  whether 
written  to  her  husband  or  to  other  people,  were  all  written 
after  the  commencement  of  this  treatment  towards  her  which 
has  been  characterized  as  "  petty  tyranny  ; "  but  they  show  a 
warmth  of  affection  which  it  seems  to  me  it  would  be 
impossible  for  her  to  entertain  if  the  conduct  of  the  defendant 
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toward  her  had  been  nnifonulj  such  as  she  now  states  that  it 
has  been,  and  especially  is  that  true  of  the  letters  written  to 
him  daring  his  absence  in  South  Africa. 

The  conclusion  which  I  have  reached,  upon  the  evidence, 
as  to  the  treatment  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant  during 
the  years  in  which  they  lived  together,  is  that  while  it  was 
frequently  unkind,  while  he  frequently  indulged  in  fits  of 
passion  and  used  violent  language,  and  by  his  constant  super- 
vision and  attempts  to  control  her  every  action,  made  himself 
at  times  very  disagreeable  to  her,  and  frequently  caused  her 
great  unhappiness;  while  he  was  severe,  harsh  and  even 
ungentlemanly,  yet  his  conduct  was  not  such  as  to  create  any 
apprehension  of  personal  violence  or  to  cause  injury  to  the 
health  of  the  plaintiff,  and  for  that  reason  she  is  not  entitled 
to  a  decree  for  a  separation. 

In  addition  to  the  reasons  for  a  separation,  given  in  the 
former  part  of  this  decision,  the  plaintiff  insists  that  she  is 
entitled  to  such  a  decree,  because  the  defendatft,  after  she  left 
him  in  October,  1881,  made  an  unfounded  charge  of  adultery 
against  her.  There  is  no  claim  that  any  such  charge  was  ever 
made  or  suggested  during  the  time  the  parties  lived  together 
as  man  and  wife..  It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  what- 
ever charge  of  that  nature  was  made,  was  made  by  de  Meli  in 
regard  to  his  wife  after  she  had  cecused  to  live  with  him,  and 
after  certain  information  had  come  to  him  from  Mi's.  Von 
Geyso,  and  from  his  little  daughter.  This  charge  of  adultery 
was  not  only  made  by  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiff,  but 
he  insists  upon  it  in  this  action,  and  attempts  to  prove  it,  and 
he  bases  upon  it  a  claim  that  he  should  have  an  absolute 
divorce  from  his  wife.  It  has  come  to  be  a  settled  doctrine 
in  this  state  that  a  false  and  malicious  charge  of  adultery, 
made  by  a  man  to  his  wife,  in  her  presence,  may te  such  an 
act  of  cruelty  as  to  entitle  her  to  a  separation  (  WAispell  agt. 
Whispell,  4  JSarb.f  217 ;  Kennedy  agt.  Kennedy^  73  N,  F., 
369).  But  the  principle  upon  which  this  doctrine  is  based  is 
chat  such  a  charge,  if  it  be  false  and  malicious,  made  to  a 


NEW  TOliK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  89 


De  Meli  agt  De  Meli. 


virtaotis  woman,  inflicts  sncli  an  injury  upon  her  feelings  as 
would  warrant  her  in  refusing  to  live  with  any  man  wha 
would  be  guilty  of  it.  The  cruelty  consists  in  the  injury  to 
the  feelings  caused  by  the  false  and  malicious  charge  made  to 
tlie  person  of  whom  it  is  spoken.  I  have  found  no  case  in 
which  it  has  been  held  that  such  a  charge,  made  of  a  woman 
while  she  was  living  separate  from  her  husband,  and  which  only 
came  to  her  notice  indirectly,  was  a  sufficient  act  of  cruelty  to 
warrant  a  separation,  and  I  am  not  prepared  to  accede  to  that 
proposition,  but,  however  this  may  be,  the  making  of  a  cliarge 
of  adultery,  even  to  one's  wife,  does  not  constitute  cruelty, 
unless  such  charge  be  made  in  bad  faith,  and  without  aniy 
ground  for  believing  it  to  be  true.  As  is  said  by  judge 
Church  in  Kennedy  agt.  Kennedy  {supra),  ^^  if  a  husband  bas 
reason  to  suspect  his  wife  of  infidelity,  it  is  neither  cruel  nor 
inhuman  to  charge  her  with  if 

Considerable  evidence  was  given  in  this  action  which  the 
defendant  claimed  tended  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty 
of  adultery  with  Baron  Von  Geyso  and,  unexplained  and 
uncontradicted,  it  seems  to  me  that  such  evidence  was  such  as, 
to  say  the  least,  warranted  a  reasonable  man  in  thinking  that 
the  charge  might  have  been  true,  and  warranted  him  in 
doing  what  he  did  do,  which  was  to  consult  his  own  friends 
and  the  friends  of  his  wife  with  regard  to  the  matter,  and  to  ask 
them  what  it  was  best  to  do  in  the  premises.  Upon  the  evi- 
dence, it  would  be  absurd  to  say  that  there  was  nothing  to 
sustain  the  charges  of  adultery ;  and  I  do  not  think  it  can  be 
said,  under  the  circumstances,  that  they  were  made  either 
maliciously  or  in  bad  faith.  But  upon  the  whole  case  it  is 
very  clear  to  me  that  die  charges  were  not  sustained,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  guilty  of  the  adultery  which  was  alleged 
against  her. 

The  defendant  insists  that  when  the  plaintiff  went  away  on 

the  12th  of  October,  1881,  she  abandoned  him,  and  that^ 

therefore,  he  is  entitled  to  a  separation.    I  think  his  own 

evidence  shows  that  there  was  an  understanding  between 
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them  that  the  plaintiff  might  go  away  upon  giving  him  two 
days'  notice.  He  swears  that  that  was  said,  and  Mrs.  de  Meli, 
in  her  letter  of  the  twelfth  of  October,  in  which  she  notifies 
him  of  her  departure,  apologizes  to  him  for  not  giving  him 
notice,  which  it  is  said  he  was  to  have.  As  he  consented  to 
her  departure,  I  do  not  think  he  is  in  a  condition  to  complain 
of  it  now. 

The  plaintiff  insists  that  it  is  evident  tliat  she  cannot  again 
live  with  her  husband,  and,  as  a  separation  is  inevitable,  the 
court  should  award  it. 

The  reasons  for  which  a  limited  divorce  may  be  granted  are 
found  in  the  statute  {Code  Civil  PrOy  sec.  1762).  Unless  the 
plaintiff  establishes  one  of  the  grounds  specified  in  that  section 
she  can  have  no  relief ;  that  the  parties  cannot  live  together  is 
not  one  of  those  reasons  {Davis  agt.  Davisy  1  Hutty  444). 

These  considerations  dispose  of  all  the  claims  made  by  the 
respective  parties,  and  lead  to  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint.  I 
have  been  very  much  puzzled  with  the  question  of  costs. 
Ordinarily,  there  is  no  doubt  of  the  rule  that  a  party  who 
fails  in  this  action  is  chargeable  with  costs ;  and  if  the  only 
question  in  this  case  was  whether  Mrs.  de  Meli  was  entitled 
to  separation,  I  should  have  no  hesitation  in  dismissing  the 
complaint  without  costs,  which,  of  course,  would  not  be 
granted  against  the  wife  here ;  but  that  is  not  all  the  questions 
litigated  between  these  parties.  As  the  Code  now  stands  the 
defendant  might,  if  he  saw  fit,  set  up  a  counter-claim  in 
which  he  might  allege  any  cause  for  a  divorce  or  separation 
which  is  given  by  the  Code  and  insist  upon  affirmative 
relief. 

This  was  tantamount  to  the  commencement  of  an  action  by 
him  against  his  wife  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adulteryi 
as  to  that  counter-claim  she  has  the  same  right  as  though  she 
were  defendant  in  an  action  brought  against  her  for  an  abso. 
lute  divorce ;  that  she  is  entitled  to  an  allowance  for  her 
counsel  fees,  expenses  of  preparing  for  trial  pendente  lite.  If 
she  had  finally  succeeded  in  an  action  for  an  absolute  divorce 
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brought  against  her,  her  riglit  to  costs  would   have  been 
nnqnestionable. 

In  this  case  the  defendant  saw  fit  to  allege  that  his  wife 
was  guilty  of  adultery,  and  that  was  a  serious  question  which 
was  tried  in  the  case,  to  which  by  far  the  [larger  portion  of 
the  testimony  of  the  defendant  was  directed.  This  allegation 
was  made  as  a  foundation  for  a  claim  for  a  demand  for  affirma-  ' 
tive  relief,  and  not  simply  as  a  defense  to  plaintiffs  action,  as 
it  might  have  been.  It  was  by  all  odds  the  most  important 
question  litigated  iu  the  case ;  and  the  great  portion  of  the 
expenses  of  the  trial  of  the  case  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
has  arisen  from  the  necessity  she  was  under  of  meeting  and 
rebutting  this  charge  of  adultery.  While,  therefore,  her 
complaint  has  been  dismissed,  she  has  not  entirely  failed  in 
her  action ;  on  the  contrary,  she  has  succeeded  in  by  far  the 
more  important  issue  which  was  presented. 

Had  an  application  for  an  allowance  for  expenses  to  meet 
this  charge  been  made  by  the  plaintiff  before  trial,  I  cannot 
doubt  it  would  have  been  granted  as  though  she  were 
defendant  in  such  action.  As  she  has  succeeded  in  that  part 
of  her  litigation,  I  think  she  should  still  be  treated  as  though 
she  were  defendant.  The  Code  {sec.  1769)  especially  allows 
the  court  in  such  cases  to  award  costs  in  its  discretion  to. 
either  party,  and  the  rule  in  this,  as  in  all  other  equitable 
actions,  is  to  give  costs  atf  equity  requires. 

I  think  that  this  woman,  who  has  been  called  upon  here 
to  defend  her  honor,  and  has  done  it,  should  be  put  in  the 
same  situation,  so  far  as  the  issue  is  concerned,  as  though  she 
had  been  defendant  in  an  action  in  which  that  were  the  sole 
question  tried  and  had  succeeded. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  inclined,  in  the  discretion  which  is 
given  to  the  court  by  sections  1769  and  3230  of  the  Code,  to 
give  to  the  plaintiff  such  costs  as  will  repay  her  as  far  as 
possible  for  additional  expense  to  which  she  has  been  put,  by 
reason  of  the  necessity  of  preparing  to  [meet  the  charge  of 
adultery,  which  has  been  made  against  her.    I  do  this  the  « 
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more  willingly  becanse  it  appears  that  no  allowance  has  been 
made  to  her  for  alimony  or  counsel  fees  daring  the  pendency 
of  the  action.  I  think  the  taxable  costs  of  the  action  and  an 
allowance  of  $500  for  counsel  fees  would  be  sufficient  to  repay 
her  for  the  additional  expense  of  preparing  to  meet  the  charge 
of  adultery,  and  that  amount,  I  think,  should  be  allowed  to  her. 


K  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
John  A.  Dinkel  agt.  Henby  Wshlb. 

Diaregarding  undertaking  on  appeal — Jiutakei  in  undertaking — Stay  of 
;  exeeaUon — BiBmediee, 

Where  the  undertaking  describes  a  judgment  by  giving  a  different  date 
from  the  date  of  its  entry,  it  describes  a  Judgment  which  does  not  exist, 
and  the  respondent  need  not  first  move  to  set  it  aside,  but  he  can  disre- 
gard it  and  issue  execution  as  if  no  undertaking  had  been  given. 

Special  Term^  May^  1881. 

The  plaintiff  obtained  a  judgment  against  the  defendant 
for  referee's  fees  for  $119.49,  entered  March  12, 1881.  The 
defendant's  undertaking  on  appeal  to  stajr  eitecution  on  this 
judgment  described  it  as  entered  March  eleventh ;  a  similar 
date  was  in  the  notice  of  appeal. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  there  Was  no  stay,  and  issued  execu- 
tion to  the  sheriff,  ivho  made  a  l6vy  on  defendant's  property. 
The  defendant  moved  to  set  aside  the  execution  and  for  resti- 
tution of  his  property. 

Henry  WMej  for  the  motion.  The  proper  practice  is  not 
to  disregard  the  undertaking,  but  to  move  to  s6t  it  aside  {Parfitt 
agt  Warner,  18  AW.,  471).  * 

Oeorge  F.  Lamgbwn,  for  plaintiff,  opposed.  The  judgment 
entered  has  nev^  been  appcliiled  from,  nor  has  any  undertak* 
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ing  npon  it  ever  been  given.  No  such  judgment  as  appealed 
from  exists.  Tlie  sureties  named  in  tbe  undertaking  given 
could  not  be  held  liable  on  the  judgment  which,  in  fact, 
exists ;  they  never  bound  themselves  to  pay  that  judgment. 
There  was,  therefore,  no  stay.  Tlie  undertaking  required  by 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  is  an  undertaking  "  in  the  action 
from  the  judgment  entered  "  {See  sees.  3213,  3046).  A  surety 
is  nbt  held  beyond  the  piecise  terms  of  his  contract  {WcUsh 
agt.  Bailie^  10  Johia.j  180 ;  Pennoyer  agt.  Watson ^  16  Johns,^ 
100).  The  contracts  of  sureties  are  to  be  construed  by  the 
courts  strictly  in  their  favor  {Rochester  City  Bank  agt. 
Elwood^  %\N.  y.,  88  ;  see^  also^  SaiUy  agt.  Elmore^  2  Paige^ 
497 ;  Supervisors  of  Albany  agt.  DorVy  1  J)enio^  268).  An 
undertaking  upon  an  appeal  which  is  insufficient  in  amount, 
will  not  stay  the  proceedings  of  tlie  successful  party  {Stem- 
Aaus  agt.  Schmidt,  5  Abb.,  66). 

J.  F.  Daly,  /.  —  In  ParJUt  agt.  Warner  (13  Abb.,  476)  the 
supreme  court  held  that  where  an  undertaking  on  appeal  was 
defective,  but  not  void,  the  proper  course  was  for  the  respondent 
to  move  to  set  it  aside,  but  not  to  disregard  it,  and  proceed  to 
enforce  his  judgment.  The  action  was  for  a  foreclosure  of 
a  mortg^^,  and  the  plaintiff  was  secured  by  the  mortgaged 
property.  This  is  an  important  consideration.  In  ordinary 
actions  for  the  recovery  of  money  the  defendant  may  gain 
time  to  dispose  of  his  property  by  putting  in  an  undertaking 
which  affords  no  security.  While  plaintiff  was  making  his 
motion  to  set  aside  the  worthless  instrument,  his  security  in 
the  judgment  debtor's  property  might  be  gone.  In  Stem- 
haus  agt.  Schmidt  (5  Abb.,  66)  this  court  at  special  term  held 
that  an  undertaking  which  did  not  comply  with  the  Code 
effected  no  stay. 

The  undertaking  and  notice  of  appeal  in  this  case  by 
wrongly  describing  the  judgment,  failed  to  comply  with  the 
Code.  The  proper  description  of  the  judgment  is  the  most 
essential  part  of  the  notice.    The  sureties  might  not  be  liable 
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upon  an  undertaking  reciting  an  appeal  from  a  judgment 
which  did  not  exist,  as  described  in  the  instrument.  At  all 
events,  they  had  a  point  on  which  to  dispute  their  liability 
until  detennined  by  the  court  of  last  resort.  The  appellant, 
in  tendering  such  an  undertaking,  offered  respondent  instead 
of  security  a  lawsuit/  It  is  liardly  proper  under  such  circum- 
stances to  hold  respondent  to  the  obligation  to  respect  the 
attempt  to  stay  his  proceedings  and  to  assume  the  burden^  of 
moving  to  set  the  defective  undertaking  aside.  He  is  at 
least  entitled  to  secure  himself  if  the  appellant  does  not  secure 
him  by  a  proper  undertaking. 

These  general  observations  apply  to  all  cases  of  this  kind. 
There  is  no  fear  of  the  respondent's  security  being  affected 
by  delay  in  this  case,  and  there  can  be  no  question  that  the 
defect  in  tlie  undertaking  here  was  the  result  of  misinforma- 
tion. While  I  cannot  grant  the  motion  to  set  aside  the 
execution,  it  may  not  be  out  of  place  to  say  that  an  amend- 
ment would  be  allowed  of  course,  and  without  terms. 

Motion  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs  to  defendant  to  abide 
event  of  appeal. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


William    J.   Hutchinson   agt.   Fbrdebiok  N.    Lawbenob, 
president  of  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange. 

Block  exchange  membership — Proeeedinge  far  expulsion — Bights  of  member  — 
Courts  authorized  to  inJLerfere  for  ihe  purpose  of  seeing  that  the  rules  of  suck 
association  are  fairly  and  honesUy  administered. 

In  every  proceeding  before  a  club,  society  or  association,  having  for  its 
object  the  expulsion  of  a  member,  the  member  is  entitled  to  be  fully 
and  fairly  informed  of  the  charge  and  to  be  fully  and  fairly  heard.  The 
plaintiff,  a  member  of  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange,  an  incorporated 
voluntary  association,  having  been  charged  by  a  special  committee  of 
investigation,  after  taking  voluminous  testimony,  with  being  guilty 
of  improper  practices,  the  governing  conmiittee  of  the  exchange,  who 
are  empowered  by  its  constitution  to  expel  members  adjudged  to  have 
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been  guilty  of  obvious  fraud,  preferred  charges  against  him  based  upon 
the  testimony  thus  taken.  He  was  permitted  to  make  statements  and 
explanations  before  the  investigating  committee,  and  to  cross-examine 
the  witnesses  produced.  Then  he  appeared  before  the  governing  com- 
mittee and  read  his  defense  at  great  length.  At  a  subsequent  meeting 
on  June  sixth,  in  his  absence,  two  accusing  witnesses  were  examined 
by  the  governing  committee,  who  then  negatived  a  proposition  that 
these  witnesses  be  brought  again  before  them  to  be  cross-examined  by 
the  accused  member: 

Bdd,  fint^  that  though  the  governing  conmdttee  is  not  bound  on  the  trial 
of  a  member  for  misconduct  by  the  ordinary  rules  which  obtain  in 
judicial  proceedings,  yet  the  court  should  interfere  for  the  purpose  of 
holding  the  association  to  a  fair  and  honest  administration  of  its  rules. 

Second,  The  action  of  the  governing  committee  on  June  sixth  was 
not  Just  or  fair  to  the  accused  member  in  either  a  legal  or  equitable 
sense,  and  defendants  shouid  be  restrained  pending  the  action  from 
asserting  against  plaintiff  the  resolution  of  expulsion  passed  upon  hin|, 

N.  Y.  Chambers^  March,  1884. 

Joseph  H.  Choate  and  Robert  Sewellj  for  plaintiff, 

James  C.  Carter ,  Stephen  P.  Nash  and  Julien  T.  Daviei^ 
for  defendants. 

Lawbbncb,  c/.  —  It  was  held  by  the  general  term  of  the 
court  of  common  pleas,  in  the  case  of  White  agt.  JSrownell 
(2  Daly,  329),  that  as  the  privilege  of  membership  of  a  volun- 
tary unincorporated  association  is  not  conferred  by  the 
sovereign  power,  but  is  created  solely  by  the  organization 
itself,  cpurts  of  law  cannot  compel  the  admission  of  an  appli- 
cant for  membership,  nor  interfere  to  restore  to  membership 
one  who  has  been  expelled  for  non-compliance  with  the  con- 
ditions upon  which  membership  is  made  to  depend ;  that  the 
members  of  such  an  association  are  bound  by  its  rules,  when 
not  in  conflict  with  the  law  of  the  land,  and  that  the  courts 
can  interfere  no  further  than  to  hold  the  association  to  a  fair 
and  honest  administration  of  those  rules ;  also  that,  therefore, 
to  warrant  the  granting  of  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  offi- 
cers of  a  voluntary  unincorporated  association  from  carrying 
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into  effect  a  resolution  or  vote  sospending  a  member  from  the 
privileges  of  the  association  it  most  appear  that  the  suspen- 
sion was  in  violation  of  the  constitution,  rules  or  by-laws,  for 
unless  they  were  violated  by  the  proceedings  against  him  he 
could  have  no  ground  of  complaint  It  was  also  held  by  the 
special  term  of  this  court,  in  the  case  of  Olery  agt.  Brown 
(51  Hov),  Pr.y  92),  that  where  there  is  open  to  an  expelled 
member  of.  a  voluntary  association  a  remedy  under  its  con- 
stitution and  laws  for  a  review  of  the  proceedings  for  his 
expulsion,  and,  in  case  of  error,  for  his  restoration,  and  the 
association  is  not  a  partnership,  equity  will  not  interfere. 

The  New  York  Stock  Exchange  is  an  unincorporated  volun- 
tary association,  but  the  seats  therein  are  worth  in  cash,  as 
shown  by  the  affidavits  in  this  case,  at  least  $30,000,  and  the 
privileges  attaching  to  membership  in  the  board  are  of  great 
value.  The  twentieth  article  of  the  constitution  provides  as 
follows : 

"  Members  guilty  of  obvious  fraud :  Should  any  member 
be  guilty  of  obvious  fraud,  of  which  the  governing  committee 
shall  be  the  judge,  he  shall,  upon  conviction  thereof  by  a  vote 
of  two-thirds  of  said  committee  present,  be  declared  by  the 
members  to  be  expelled,  and  his  membersliip  shall  escheat  to 
the  exchange." 

By  the  second  article  of  the  constitution  the  government  of 
tlie  exchange  is  vested  in  the  governing  committee,  composed 
of  the  president  and  treasurer  of  the  exchange  and  of  forty 
members  elected  as  therein  provided.  The  plaintiff  in  this 
case  claims  tliat  he  has  been  illegally  and  unfairly  expelled 
from  the  stock  exchange,  and  he  has  obtained  an  injunction 
that  the  said  exchange,  and  the  president  and  officers  thereof, 
show  cause  why  during  the  pendency  of  this  action,  and  until 
final  judgment  is  entered  therein,  they  should  not  be  enjoined 
and  restrained  from  excluding  the  plaintiff  from  the  said 
exchange,  and .  from  asserting  against  him  the  resolution  of 
expulsion  passed  upon  him,  and  from  interfering  with  the 
exercise  and  enjoyment  by  him  of  his  rights  and  privileges  as 
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a  member  of  the  said  exchange,  and  with  the  transaction  by 
him  of  his  business  in  the  said  exchange  as  a  member  thereof, 
and  from  transferring  or  disposing  of  his  seat  or  membership 
in  the  said  exchange,  and  from  exclnding  him  from  or  inter- 
fering with  the  exercise  by  him  of  the  right  to  vote  at  any 
election  of  officers  of  the  said  exchange,  or  at  any  other  meet- 
ing thereof.  The  order  contains,  also,  a  clause  for  a  temporary 
injunction  until  the  hearing  and  determination  of  the  motion 
to  be  made  under  such  order.  The  plaintiff  claims  that  while 
it  is  not  within  the  power  of  a  court  of  law  or  equity  to  retry 
the  question  on  its  merits  as  to  whether  a  member  of  the  stock 
exchange  has  been  properly  expelled,  he  is  entitled  to  the 
decision  of  the  court  upon  the  question  whether  he  has  been 
fairly  treated  according  to  the  constitution  which  he  has 
signed  and  agreed  to  observe,  and  according  to  the  rules  of 
natural  justice  and  fair  play,  which  ought  to  regulate  all  pro- 
ceedings, judicial  in  their  character,  which  are  not  exercised 
by  a  court  vested  with  full  judicial  powers,  but  by  a  body 
selected  by  the  agreement  of  the  parties. 

The  defendant  claims  that  the  rules  applicable  to  proceed- 
ings in  ordinary  courts  of  justice  have  no  application  to 
proceedings  of  this  character,  and  that  the  trial  contemplated 
by  the  constitution  of  the  stock  exchange  is  one  to  be  had 
before  the  governing  committee  of  that  body,  according  to 
such  methods  as  it  may  choose  to  pursue,  subject,  however, 
to  the  conditions  that  this  committee  must  exercise  the 
authority  conferred  upon  it  honestly  and  in  good  faith,  and 
that  they  must  afford  to  the  accused  party  a  full  and  fair 
opportunity  to  defend  himself.  I  think  that,  under  the  deci- 
sions to  which  I  have  already  referred,  it  must  be  conceded 
that  the  governing  committee  of  the  stock  exchange  is  not 
bound,  on  the  trial  of  a  member  for  misconduct  involving  his 
suspension  or  expulsion,  by  the  ordinary  rules  which  obtain 
in  judicial  proceedings ;  but  it  is  equaUy  obvious,  from  the 
opinions  rendered  in  those  cases,  that  the  courts  are  authorized 
to  interfere  for  the  purpose  of  holding  the  association  to  a  fair 
Vol.  LXVII       0 
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and  honest  administration  of  its  rules,  and  that  the  association 
mast  act  fairly  and  in  good  faitli.  The  case  of  White  agt. 
BrormieU  {mpra)  seems  to  have  rested  in  some  measure  upon 
the  ground  that  in  that  case  under  the  constitution  and  by-laws 
of  the  Open  Board  of  Stock  Brokers,  an  appeal  could  be  taken 
from  the  decision  of  the  committee  on  membership  to  the 
executive  committee ;  and  chief  justice  Dalt,  in  his  opinion, 
says :  "  The  plaintiff  could  have  appealed  from  their  decision 
(the  committee  on  membership),  if  it  were  erroneous  or  unjust, 
to  the  board  of  appeals,  and  he  should  have  resorted  to  the 
remedy  provided  for  him  within  the  board  before  he  could 
ask  a  court  of  equity  to  interfere,  upon  the  ground  that  an 
arbitration  committee  were  prejudiced  against  hhn." 

In  the  case  now  under  consideration  there  is  no  appeal  from 
the  decision  of  the  governing  committee,  and  if  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  committee  were  fair  and  honest,  and  the  members 
thereof  were  not  actuated  by  bias,  prejudice  or  partiality,  their 
judgment  must  be  deemed  to  be  conclusive  upon  the  rights  of 
the  plaintiff.  It  is  stated  in  the  brief  of  the  learned  coungel 
for  the  defendant  that  the  excepted  case  in  which  judicial 
tribunals  will  interfere  with  or  review  the  proceedings  of 
voluntary  unincorporated  associations  in  the  matter  of  the 
expulsion  of  members  cannot,  perhaps,  be  better  stated  than 
by  saying  that  where  the  proceedings  resulting  in  the  expul- 
sion of  a  member  are  contrary  to  natural  justice  a  court  of 
equity  may  interfere.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  this  is  a  cor- 
rect statement  of  the  rule.  Now,  in  this  case  it  appears  that 
the  plaintiff  had  been  a  member  of  the  exchange  for  several 
years  prior  to  the  proceedings  instituted  -against  him ;  that 
rumors  sprang  up  affecting  his  reputation  for  integrity  and  fidel- 
ity, and  that  publicity  having  been  given  to  these  rumors  by  an 
article  published  in  one  of  the  newspapers  the  plaintiff  requested 
that  the  exchange  should  make  an  investigation.  A  commit- 
tee of  investigation  was  accordingly  appointed,  which  made 
an  examination  extending  over  a  period  of  -several  weeks. 
The  plaintiff  appeared  before  that  committee^  his  books  were 
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examined,  and  lie  was  permitted  to  make  etatements  and 
ezplanationfi  in  regard  thereto.  The  privilege  was  accorded 
to  him  of  cross-examining  the  witnesses  prodncod  before  the 
investigating  committee.  At  the  first  meeting  of  the  com- 
mittee on  the  4th  of  April,  1882,  it  was  stated  that  the  plain ti£E 
could  not  be  present,  but  desired  the  committee  to  proceed  in 
his  absence.  At  the  meeting  of  April  twenty-eighth,  Mr. 
Dnff,  the  party  alleged  to  have  been  defrauded  by  the  plaintiff, 
appeared  before  the  committee,  and  the  plaintiff  was  present 
at  that  meeting.  Duff  stated  that  he  was  willing  to  answer  any 
questions  put  to  him  by  the  committee,  but  declined  to  answer 
certain  questions  that  were  put  to  him  by  the  plaintiff,  wliich 
questions  are  alleged  not  to  have  had  any  material  bearing  upon 
the  points  in  controversy,  and  not  to  have  been  insisted  on  by 
the  plaintiff.  It  is  also  alleged  by  the  defendants  that  the 
plaintiff  never  claimed  that  the  sub-committee,  or  the  govern- 
ing committee,  should  disregard  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
evidence  of  Duff  by  reason  of  his  refusal  to  be  cross-exam- 
ined ;  also,  that  the  plaintiff  requested  to  be  excused  from 
the  meeting  at  which  Duff  was  to  appear  for  the  second 
time,  and  reluctantly  consented  so  to  appear  upon  Lummis 
urging  him.  The  plaintiff  called  no  witnesses  before  the 
investigating  committee  or  special  committee  of  inquiry,  and 
at  a  meeting  of  the  governing  committee  of  the  stock 
exchange,  held  on  the  5th  day  of  May,  1882,  Mr.  Lummis,  in 
behalf  of  the  special  committee,  reported  the  result  of  their 
labors  '^  after  a  number  of  protracted  meetings,  with  volum- 
inous stenographic  notes  of  testimony  had  before  them."  It  is 
stated  in  the  minutes  of  that  meeting  that  the  report  of  the 
special  committee  was  read  to  the  governing  committee  in 
f  uU,  and  that  said  report  gave  at  great  length  the  history  of 
their  examination  of  witnesses  and  into  the  books,  papers  and 
correspondence  of  the  firm  of  Kennedy,  Hutchinson  &  Co.; 
that  it  also  gave  an  exhaustive  review  of  the  testimony  and 
chaises  therein  made,  and  their  findings,  and  that  the  com- 
mittee had  concluded  that  from  this  investigation  they  had  no 
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alternative  bat  to  report  that  in  the  management  of  the 
accounts  of  John  E.  Diifi,  William  J.  Hatchinson  and  George 
H.  Kennedy,  «compri6ing  the  late^firm  of  Kennedy,  Hutchin- 
8on  &  Co.,  wore  unfaithful  to  the  trust  reposed  in  them 
and  guilty  of  improper  and  illegal  practices.  This  report  was 
signed  by  Messrs.  Lummis,  Eames  and  Alexander.  Mr.  J.  S. 
Stout  also  signed  the  report,  adding  that  ^' while  assenting 
generally  to  the  report  of  this  committee,  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  a  certain  proportion  of  the  transactions  complained  of  in 
this  case  were  covered  by  a  full  power  given  by  Mr.  Duff, 
and  were  not  committed  with  the  intention  of  doing  him 
injustice."  Mr.  S.  V.  White,  the  remaining  member  of  the 
snb-committee,  as  appeared  by  the  report  of  the  governing 
committee,  attended  only  two  meetings,  and  was  therefore  not 
able  to  join  in  the  report.  The  report  of  the  sub-committee  was 
duly  accepted  by  the  governing  committee.  It  was  then  moved 
and  resolved  that,  in  order  that  all  the  members  of  the  govern- 
ing committee  might  become  acquainted  with  the  remain- 
ing voluminous  report  of  testimony  presented  by  the  sub- 
committee, the  further  consideration  thereof  be  postponed 
to  a  special  meeting,  to  be  held  a  week  from  next  Wednes- 
day, the  serenteenth,  at  which  this  shall  be  the  only  busi- 
ness heard,  and  meanwhile  the  report  of  testimony  be  left  in 
the  secretary's  office,  open  to  the  inspection  only  of  the 
members  of  the  governing  committee.  On  the  17th  of  May, 
1882,  the  following  resolution  was  passed  by  the  governing 
committee : 

^^liesolvedj  That  in  the  management  of  the  account  of 
John  R.  Duff,  W.  J.  Hutchinson  and  George  H.  Kennedy, 
composing  the  late  firm  of  Kennedy,  Hutchinson  &  Co., 
were  unfaithful  to  the  trust  reposed  in  them  and  were 
guilty  of  improper  and  illegal  practices,. and  apparent^  of 
obvious  fraud,  and  that  charges  will  promptly  be  pre- 
ferred against  them  under  article  20  of  the  constitution  of 
the  exchange." 

It  was  also  resolved  that  the  committee  appointed  to  investi- 
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gate  tlie  condnct  of  Messrs.  Kennedy,  Hutchinson  &  Co.,  jointly 
with  the  law  committee,  be  instructed  to  immediately  prepare 
charges,  under  the  resolutions  as  adopted,  against  Messrs.  W. 
J.  Hutchinson  and  George  II.  Kennedy,  and  report  at  a 
meeting  to  be  held  two  weeks  from  to^y ;  and  that  the 
parties  therein  mentioned  be  notified  to  appear  before  this 
committee  at  that  time  and  answer  such  charges. 

The  secretary  was  directed  to  forward  to  Messrs.  Hutchin- 
son and  Kennedy,  immediately,  the  resolution  expressing  the 
opinion  of  the  governing  committee  after  considering  the 
report  of  the  special  committee.  On  the  twenty-fourth  of 
May,  on  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  ordered  that  the 
special  meeting  of  the  governing  committee  appointed  for 
the  hearing  on  Wednesday,  the  thirty-first,  should  be  post- 
poned to  the  Monday  following,  and  a  motion  to  allow 
Hutchinson  and  Kennedy  to  appear  with,  and  be  defended 
personally  by,  counsel  was  lost.  At  a  meeting  held  on  the 
5th  of  June,  1882,  the  special  business  was  taken  up,  Mr. 
Hutchinson  was  called  in,  and  the  charge  of  obvious  fraud  in 
his  dealings  with  and  for  the  account  of  Mr.  John  R.  Duff 
during  several  years  ending  December  31,  1881,  and  the  nine 
specifications  under  said  charge,  were  read  to  him  and  he  was 
informed  that  each  specification  would  be  read  in  its  order, 
when  he  could  answer  to  them  separately.  He  answered, 
denying  each  accusation  in  the  specifications,  and  read  his 
defense  at  great  length  from  a  document  in  his  possession, 
which  "  he  was  asked  to  leave,  but  preferred  to  take  away." 
The  minutes  also  recite  that,  after  answering  numerous  ques- 
tions by  members,  he  retired.  The  committee  then  adjourned 
until  the  next  day.  On  the  sixth  of  June  the  special  busi- 
ness was  resumed  by  reading  documents  received  from  Mr. 
Hutchinson,  in  answer  to  interrogatories  at  the  last  meeting, 
and  Mr.  Kennedy  was  called  in.  After  he  had  retired  Mr. 
Duff  was  called  in,  and  after  answering  questions  and  ^^  deny- 
ing generally  statements  made  by  Mr.  Hutchinson,  he  retired." 
Mr.  J.  H.  Brouwer  was  also  called  in,  and  after  answering 
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^*  some  questions  ^'  retired.  The  minutes  of  this  meeting  do 
not  state  in  fall  all  that  occurred,  but  reference  is  made  in  the 
secretary's  minutes  to  the  stenographer's  notes  of  that  meeting. 
From  the  stenographer's  notes  it  appears  that  Mr.  Luminis  said 
that  he  did  not  know  whether  or  not  the  committee  desired  any 
evidence  to  be  given  before  them  by  parties  other  than  those 
accused,  but  stated  that  others  having  knowledge  of  the  facts 
were  in  attendance,  both  Mr.  DuS  and  the  members  of  the 
present  firm  of  Kennedy,  Hutchinson  &  Co.,  who  were  ready 
to  be  called  if  the  committee  desired.  Mr.  Bogart  expressed 
a  desire  that  Mr.  Duff  be  called  and  questioned.  He  was 
called,  whereupon  his  examination  took  place,  amounting  to 
about  sixteen  pages  of  the  stenographic  minutes.  There- 
upon Mr.  Wilson  moved  that  this  committee  now  adjourn, 
and  that  it  meet  to-morrow  afternoon,  and  that  then  the 
questions  that  had  been  asked  Mr.  Duff  and  the  answers 
that  have  been  made  thereto  by  him  be  read  to  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy and  Mr.  Hutchinson,  and  that  they  be  allowed  to 
answer  the  same.  The  motion  waa  seconded.  It  was  opposed 
by  several  members  on  the  ground,  principally,  that  what  was 
proposed,  if  done,  would  be  merely  a  repetition  of  what  had 
already  taken  place  before  the  sub-committee  The  motion 
was  thereupon  withdrawn.  Mr.  Brouwer  was  then  called  in 
and  examined  at  sonie  length,  his  testimony  extending  from 
page  147  to  page  154  of  the  stenographer's  minutes.  A  reso- 
lution was  then  offered  that  this  committee,  having  considered 
the  evidence  in  the  case  of  W.  J.  Hutchinson,  who  had  been 
charged  by  this  committee  with  obvious  fraud,  and  having 
heard  Mr.  Hutchinson  in  his  own  defense,  find  him  guilty  of 
obvious  fraud,  as  charged.  The  resolution  was  seconded  and 
the  ayes  and  noes  called  for,  arguments  having  been  made 
and  the  decisions  of  the  courts  referred  to  on  the  question  of 
fraud.  Mr.  Alexander  said :  "  I  would  like  to  have  Mr.  Duff 
brought  here  again  and  Mr.  Hutchinson  permitted  to  cro&s- 
examine  him.  I  think  it  is  an  important  point."  Mr. 
Bogart :  ^'  I  second  the  motion  to  do  that."    Mr.  Mack  and 
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Others  opposed  the  proposition  of  Mr.  Alexander.  Finally  Mr. 
Alexander  moved  that  the  committee  adjoam  nntil  half -past 
three  ef  the  following  day ;  that  Mr.  Duff  be  requested  to 
appear  again  at  that  time,  and  that  Mr.  Hatchinson  be  also 
summoned  to  appear  and  have  an  opportunity  to  examine 
Mr.  Duff.  This  resolution  was  lost,  and  the  vote  was  then 
taken  upon  the  various  specifications,  and  the  charge  was 
finally  sustained. 

It  is  apparent  from  the  proceedings  had  before  the  govern- 
ing committee  that  Hutchinson  and  Duff  were  never  brought 
face  to  face  before  that  committee,  and  that  Hutchinson  never 
had  an  opportunity  of  cross-examining  Duff,  or  of  calling 
upon  him  for  any  explanation  in  respect  to  any  of  the  testi- 
mony which  he  gave  before  that  committee.  It  is  unnecessary 
for  me  in  disposing  of  this  motion  to  determine  whether  it 
would  not  have  been  competent  for  the  governing  committee, 
after  Hutchinson  had  read  his  answer,  to  proceed  immediately 
to  vote  upon  the  question  of  his  expulsion.  It  may  be  con- 
ceded that  they  would  have  had  the  right  to  do  so.  But  the 
examination  of  Duff  and  Brouwer  after  Hutchinson  had 
retired  was,  to  my  mind,  unjust  and  unfair  to  the  latter,  and  I 
am  of  the  opinion  that  under  the  decisions  to  which  reference 
has  been  made — even  confining  the  power  of  this  court  to 
interfere  in  proceedings  of  this  nature,  within  the  narrow 
rule  conceded  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  in 
their  eighth  point  to  be  the  true  rule  in  such  cases  —  a 
case  is  presented  which  calls  for  the  interposition  of  the 
court. 

When  Hutchinson  had  read  his  answer,  assuming  that  the 
members  of  the  governing  committee  had  read  the  evidence 
taken  before  the  special  committee  of  investigation,  both  sides 
had  been  heard,  and  if  it  was  intended  to  take  any  further 
evidence,  I  think  that  the  ordinary  principles  of  justice  and 
of  right  required  that  Hutchinson  should  have  been  allowed 
to  be  present  to  confront  his  accuser  and  to  cross-examine  him 
in  respect  to  any  evidence  which  he  might  give  before  the 
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governing  committee,  particularly  in  view  of  tlie  fact  that  Diiff 
had  refused  to  be  cross-examined  by  Hutchinson  before  the 
special  committee,  which  consisted,  it  should  be  remembered, 
of  but  live  members  of  the  stock  exchange.  It  seems  idle  to 
say  that  the  re-examination  of  Duff,  in  the  presence  of  the 
governing  committee,  did  no  harm  to  Hutchinson,  and  wa8 
but  a  repetition  of  what  he  had  stated  before  the  special 
committee  of  inquiry.  The  fact  remains  that  Hutchinson, 
from  the  proceedings  which  had  taken  place,  was  justified  in 
the  conclusion  that  the  investigation  before  the  governing 
committee,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  taking  of  evidence,  was 
closed,  and  that  he  had  been  heard  upon  the  evidence  against 
him  as  it  stood.  This,  too,  clearly  appears  to  have  been  the 
understanding  of  prominent  members  of  the  governing  com- 
mittee, who  have  made  affidavits  upon  this  motion.  In  the 
joint  affidavit  of  Messrs.  Lummis  and  Eames,  those  gentle- 
men state  that  they  believe  it  was  the  understanding:,  both  of 
the  plaintiff  and  of  the  governing  committee,  that  there 
was  no  necessity  for  any  further  -taking  of  testimony  in 
connection  with  the  case  of  th^  plaintiff,  and  that  nothing 
stood  in  the  way  to  prevent  a  final  vote  being  taken  on 
the  charge  and  specifications  after  plaintiff  had  read  his 
defense  on  the  5th  day  of  June,  1882.  That  on  that  day 
the  plaintiff  read  a  long,  elaboicately  written  answer  to  the 
charge  and  specifications,;  that  be^id  not  deny  in  that  defense 
the  particulars  of  the  facts  set  out  in  the  charge  and  specificar 
tions,  but  he  denied  the  conclusions  that  he  had  been  guilty 
of  fraudulent  conduct,  and  based  his  defense  upon  the  same 
view  and  assertions  that  he  had  previously  advanced  before 
the  sub-committee  of  inquiry,  to  wit,  that  all  these  question- 
able transactions  had  been  either  authorized  by  Mr.  Duff  or 
subsequently  ratified  by  him ;  that  his  written  defense  pro- 
ceeded upon  the  view  thiat  the  proofs  taken  by  the  sub-com- 
mittee, the  minutes  of  evidence  taken  by  the  entries  in  the 
books  and  telegrams  and  letters  of  John  B.  Duff  were  before 
the  governing  committee  as  evidence  against  him  in  support 
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of  the  charge  and  specifications.  That  namerous  questions 
were  pnt  by  members  af  the  committee  to  the  plaintiff  on  the 
5th  day  of  Jnne,  18S2,  and  discussions  were  had  between  the 
plaintiff  and  members  of  the  committee  in  which  allusions 
were  made,  both  by  them  and  him,  to  the  testimony  taken 
before  the  sub-committee  and  to  the  facts  proved  before  them 
and  established  by  the  proofs  and  plaintiff^s  books  and  by  the 
reports  of  the  sub-committee ;  that  the  plaintiff  never  asked,, 
suggested  or  intimated  that  he  wanted  to  adduce  new  or 
additional  proof  before  the  governing  committee,  or  that  be 
supposed  any  new  or  additional  proofs  were  to  be  adduced. 
It  is  also  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  Messrs.  Lummis  and 
Eames  that  Kennedy  was  called  in  his  own  defense,  and 
that  the  only  other  persons  that  were  permitted  to  appear 
were  John  B.  Duff  and  George  H.  Brouwer,  and  that 
they  gave  no  testimony  different  in  substance  and  general 
effect  from  that  which  had  already  been  given  before  the 
sub-committee  in  the  presence  of  the  plaintiff ;  that  the 
purpose  of  permitting  DxxS  and  Brouwer  to  appear  before 
the  governing  committee — as  that  purpose  appeared  and 
from  what  was  said  by  members  of  the  governing  com- 
mittee—  was  to  receive  from  them  directly  the  statements 
that  tke  suihcommittee  had  already  received  from  them  and 
others^  and  that  the  reason  why  the  motion  to  adjourn  with  a 
view  of  calling  these  witnesses  again  and  allowing  the  plaintiff 
to  appear  and  cross-examine  them  was  voted  down  was,  that 
it  did  not  appear  to  be  reasonable  or  called  for,  upon  any 
consideration  of  fairness,  that  the  time  of  the  governing 
committee  should  be  taken  up  with  a  repetition  of  the  testi- 
mony that  had  been  had  before  the  sub-committee  and  the 
proceedings  that  had  been  had  before  the  su1>committee  in 
the  presence  of  plaintiff,  or  that  the  proposed  course  would 
lead  to  any  material  change  in  the  aspect  of  the  case.  From 
this  it  would  appear  that  there  were  members  of  the  govern- 
ing committee  who  were  in  doubt  —  after  having  read 
(assuming  them  to  have  read)  the  testimony  of  Duff  and 
V0L.LXVIL        1 


60         NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Hutchinson  agt.  Lawrence. 

Brouwer,  reported  by  tlie  sub-committee  to  the  governing 
oommittee  —  as  to  the  propriety  of  expelling  Hatchinson 
upon  that  evidence.  The  members  who  voted  for  their  far- 
ther examination  must  be  supposed  to  have  had  a  motive  in 
doing  so,  and  it  does  not  seem  just  or  fair  to  have  allowed 
those  witnesses  to  appear  aiid  be  examined  in  the  presence  of 
the  committee,  in  the  absence  of  the  plaintiff,  when,  accord- 
ing to  the  afBdavit  just  referred  to,  both  he  and  the  governing 
committee  did  not  suppose  that,  any  now  or  additional  proofs 
were  to  be  adduced  after  he  had  been  heard  before  the  com- 
mittee, and  hie  books  and  the  report  of  the  sub-committee  were 
under  consideration  by  the  governing  committee.  I  do  not  think 
that  the  court  is  bound  to  take  the  opinion  of  the  gentlemen 
who  ba^e  UEiade  aflSdavits  in  this  case,  that  Messrs.  Duff  and 
Brouwer  gave  no  testimony  different  in  substance  and  general 
effect  from  th»t  which  had  already  been  given  before  the 
8ub-c<»mmittee.  The  testimony  taken  before  the  sub-com- 
mittee has  not  been'  presented  upon  this  motion.  It  is 
referred  to  in  tbe  papers  as  being.very  extensive,  and  it  is 
stated  that  its  perusal  would  require  much  time.  That  con- 
sideration, however,  is  of  no  coQse<|uence.  The  testimony, 
brief  or  extensive,  must  be  before  the  court  to  enable  it  to 
deterraiae  whether  it  differed  from  the  testimony  given  by 
Duff  and  Brouwer  before  the  governing  committee.  The 
latter  testimony  is  before  me,  and  it  is  quite  apparent 
from  its  perusal  that  that  testimony  may  have  had  —  and 
necessarily  must  have  had  —  mach  weight  and  effect  upon  the 
minds  of  those  members  of  thecomndttee  who  were  in  doubt 
after  having  read  the  testimony  before  the  special  committee 
or  after  haying  heard  what  that  testimony  was.  At  page  143 
of  the  stenograpliic  minutes,  Mr.  Duff  says :  ^^  I  believe  that 
Mr.  Hutehinsoa  his  robbed  me  of  $2,000,000."  He  also 
admitted  that  he  was  unwilling  to  be  cross-examined  before 
the  snb-committee  by  Mr.  Hutchinson.  It  was  stated,  how- 
ever, that  he  was  ready  to  answer  before  the  sub-committeo 
Any  question  which  that  committee  desired  to  put  to  him. 
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He  was  asked  also  if  Mr.  Hutcliinson  should  be  brought 
before  the  committee  wliether  he  woald  answer  any  questions 
that  might  be  pat  to  him  by  Hutchinson  in  the  presence  of 
the  committee ;  to  which  he  answered,  "  Yes,  sir,  if  it  does 
not  prejudice  any  of  my  other  suits."    He  was  also  asked, 
in  substance,  whether  he  had  been  informed  of  the  alleged 
improper  transactions  by  Kennedy,  Hutchinson  &  Co.,  and 
he  answered,  ''no."    He  also  said  that  they  always  made 
him  bear  the  losses,  but  did  not  give  him  the  profits.     I 
repeat,  that  it  is  quite  apparent  that  this  testimony  may  have 
had — and  must  have  had  —  great  effect  upon  the  members  of 
the  governing  committee  who  had  before  been  in  doubt ;  and 
it  is  also  evident  from  this  testimony  that  Mr.  Hutchinson 
never  had    cross-examined    Mr.   Duff  in  respect    to  those* 
matters.     Upon  turning  to  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Brouwer  it: 
will  be  seen  that  he  stated  that  Duff  was  never  in  the  habit* 
of  inspecting  the  purchase  and  sales  books  of  Kennedy,. 
Hutchinson  &  Co.,  and  also  that  "we"  (referring  to  the 
clerks  and  employes  in  Hutchinson's  office)  "  were  always  told 
never  to  allow  Mr.  Duff  to  look  at  the  books ;  and  when  Mr., 
Duff  would  come  to  the  desk  where  they  were  open,  we  would 
immediately  close  them."    Brouwer  also>  stated  that  instruc- 
tions had  been  received  to  that  effect  from  Mr.  Hutchinson.    It^ 
is  stated,  as  we  have  before  seen  in  the  defendant's  affidavits^., 
that  Mr.  Hutchinson  finally  mainly  rested  his  defense  to  the 
charge  brought  against  him  upon  the  fact  that  Duff  had 
acquiesced  in  and  ratified  the  transactions  alleged  to  be  fraud- 
ulent.   It  is  impossible  to  conceire  of  testimony  more  weighty. 
upon  that  subject  than  the  testimony  which  Duff  and  Brou- 
wer were  allowed  to  give  at  the  meeting  of  June  6,  1882,' 
after,  as  has  been  shown  by  the  affidavits  of  the  defendants, . 
the  testimony  to  be  adduced  was  considered  closed  both  by 
the  plaintiff  and  governing  committee  I  do  not  mean  to  be 
understood  as  saying  that  the  gentlemen  who^  conducted  the 
trial  of  Hutchinson  were  not  actuated  by  the-  most  honorable 
motives.    I  do  not  mean  to*  be  understood  as  saying  that 
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Hutcliinson  was  not  guilty  of  the  charge  which  was  brought 
against  him.  But  I  cannot  regard  the  proceedings  which 
were  had  upon  the  6th  of  June,  1882,  at  the  meeting  of  the 
governing  committee,  as  a  fair  and  honest  administration  of 
the  constitution  and  rules  of  the  stock  exchange  in  any  legal 
sense.  In  this  case  there  is  no  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
tlie  governing  committee,  such  as  existed  in  the  case  of 
White  agt.  JSraumell  (2  Daly,  p.  329-366).  In  that  case  the 
learned  justice,  wliile  admitting  that  courts  should  be  careful 
not  to  interfere  in  the  proceedings  of  such  associations, 
evidently  was  of  the  opinion  that,  if  the  proceedings  were 
erroneous  and  unjust,  the  plaintiff,  after  having  exhausted 
his  right  of  appeal,  could  resort  to  a  court  of  equity  for 
relief.  There  have  been  many  decisions  in  the  courts  in 
which  proceedings  analogous  to  those  now  nnder  review 
have  been  tlie  subject  of  consideration  by  eminent  judges, 
and  in  all  such  cases  it  will  be  found  that  great  stress  is 
laid  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  the  sacred  right  of 
an  accused  party  to  be  fully  informed  of  the  charge  which 
has  been  made  against  Iiim  and  to  be  fully  heard  in  his 
defense. 

In  TAorbum  agt.  Barnes  (2  Common  Pleas  Law  JS.^ 
p.  401),  a  case  relating  to  an  award,  Willes,  J.,  says :  "  It  was 
certainly  not  put  too  high  by  Mr.  Brett  when  he  said  that  it 
is  one  of  the  first  principles  of  justice  that  no  man's  rights 
shall  be  adjudicated  upon  without  giving  him  an  opportunity 
of  being  heard  in  support  of  them." 

Baylet,  baron,  in  Cajpel  agt.  Child  (2  Crompton  <J&  JerviSj 
p,  558),  said :  "  I  know  of  no  case  in  which  you  are  to  have  a 
judicial  proceeding  by  which  a  m^n  is  <to  be  deprived  of  any 
part  of  his  property,  without  his  haying  an  opportunity  to  be 
heard.  There  is  tlie  case  of  The  King  ^t  Benn  cfe  Church 
(6  Term  lieports,  p.  198),  in  which,  where  a  warrant  of 
distress,  which  is  in  the  nature  of  an  execution,  had  issued, 
not  grounded  on  a  previous  summons,  lord  Kbnton  laid  it 
down  most  distinctly  as  an  invariable  maxim  of  our  law,  that 
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no  man  shall  be  punished  before  he  has  had  an  opportunity 
of  being  heard." 

In  Wood  agt.  Wood  {Law  Reports^  Exokequer^  vol,  9,  p. 
194),  which  was  a  case  where  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  lie  had 
been  wrongfully  and  improperly  expelled  from  a  mutual 
insurance  company,  chief  baron  Kbllt  said :  ^'  This,  then,  is 
the  great  question  in  the  case :  Was  the  alleged  act  of  expul- 
sion void  ?  It  is  contended  for  the  plaintiff  that  the  language 
of  the  rules  gives  an  unconditional  and  absolute  power  to  the 
committee  to  expel  a  member  from  the  society,  and  I  agree 
that  if  the  committee  in  fact  exercised  their  power  under  the 
rules  their  decision  could  not  be  questioned;  however 
unfounded  the  reasons  for  it  may  have  been,  it  would  have 
been  final  and  could  not  be  reviewed  by  any  court.  But  they 
are  bound,  in  the  exercise  of  their  functions,  by  the  rule 
expressed  in  the  maxim  —  audi  alteram  partem  —  that  no 
man  shall  be  condemned  to  consequences  resulting  from 
alleged  misconduct  unheard  and  without  having  the  oppor- 
tunity of  making  his  defense.  This  rule  is  not  confined  to 
the  conduct  of  strictly  legal  tribunals,  but  is  applicable  to 
every  tribunal  or  body  of  persons  invested  with  authority  to 
adjudicate  upon  matters  involving  civil  consequences  to 
individuals." 

This  case  seems  to  be  fully  in  point,  inasmuch  as  it  related 
to  the  expulsion  of  a  member  from  a  society  attached  to  the 
membership  of  which  were  valuable  rights  and  privileges. 

Again,  while  these  proceedings  are  not  to  be  governed  by 
the  strict  rules  which  apply  to  actions  at  law  or  suits  in 
equity,  or  even,  perhaps,  by  the  rules  which  obtain  in  regard 
to  arbitrations,  there  is,  I  think,  a  strong  analogy  between  the 
principles  which  govern  in  arbitrations  and  those  which  relate 
to  proceedings  of  this  character.  In  the  case  of  Sharpe  agt. 
Bickerdyke  (3  Dovf%  Rep.^  102),  lord  Eldon  said  that  by  the 
"  great  principle  of  eternal  justice  which  was  prior  to  all  these 
acts  of  sederunt  regulations  and  proceedings  of  court,  it  was 
impossible  an  award  could  stand  where  the  arbitrator  heard 
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one  party  and  refused  to  hear  the  other ;  and  on  this  great 
principle,  and  on  the  fact  tliat  the  arbitrator  had  not  acted 
according  to  the  principles  upon  which  he  himself  thought  he 
ought  to  have  acted,  even  if  he  decided  rightly  he  had  not 
decided  justly,  and,  therefore,  the  award  could  not  stand." 

In  the  Matter  of  Pleijoa  agt.  Middleton  (6  A.  jE,  iT.  5'., 
845),  an  award  was  set  aside  because  the  three  arbitrators, 
after  having  determined  within  a  small  amount  the  sum  to  be 
paid,  agreed  to  examine  a  witness  separately,  and  did  so. 
CoLEBiDGB,  J.,  in  that  case  says :  "  To  uphold  this  award 
would  be  to  authorize  a  proceeding  contrary  to  the  first  prin- 
ciples of  justice.  The  arbitrators  here  carried  on  examinations 
apart  from  each  other  and  from  the  parties  to  the  reference, 
whereas  it  ought  to  have  been  conducted  by  the  arbitrators 
and  umpire  jointly  in  the  presence  of  the  parties." 

In  Oswald  agt.  Earl  Grey  (24  Zaw  Joumaly  Q.  B.y  69)  it 
was  held  that  no  usage  can  ju^ify  the  arbitrators  in  hearing, 
one  party  and  his  witnesses  only,  in  the  absence  of  and  without 
notice  to  the  other  party. 

In  Walker  agt.  Frdbisher  (6  Veseyj  69)  an  award  was 
set  aside,  the  arbitrator  having  received  evidence  after  notice 
to  the  parties  that  he  would  receive  no  more,  in  which  they 
acquiesced.  In  this  case  lord  Eldon  says :  "  A  judge  must 
not  take  upon  himself  to  say  whether  evidence  improperly 
admitted  had  or  had  not  an  effect  upon  his  mind.  The  award 
may  have  done  perfect  justice,  but  upon  genei*al  principles  it 
cannot  be  supported."  This  decision  also  seems  peculiarly 
applicable  to  the  averments  contained  in  the  joint  aflSdavit  of 
Messrs.  Lummis  and  Eames,  that  the  testimony  given  by  DuS 
and  Brouwer  before  the  governing  committee  was  not  differ- 
ent  in  character  or  effect  from  that  which  these  witnesses  had 
given  before  the  special  committee  of  inquiry.  Both  of  the 
affiants  sat  in  judgment  upon  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  and  it 
does  not  seem  just  or  fair  that  they  should  take  evidence 
in  his  absence,  without  notice  to  him,  and  determine  that 
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that  eTidence  had  uo  force  or  effect  in  producing  the  final 
result. 

In  ]>rev!i  agt.  Drew  (2  Mdcqv>een^9  House  of  Lords  CaseSy 
p,  1)  it  was  held  '^  that  an  arbitrator  greatly  errs  if  he,  in  any 
of  the  minutest  particulars,  takes  upon  himself  to  listen  to 
evidence  behind  the  back  of  any  of  the  parties  to  the  submis- 
sion {See  paHundarhf  remarke  of  Lord  Chancellor 
Cramworihy  aJb  p.  9).*  In  Fisher  agt.  Keane  (11  Chancery 
Divisiony  353)  it  was  held  '^  that  the  committee  of  a  club, 
being  a  quasi  judicial  tribunal,  was  bound,  in  proceedings 
under  their  rules  against  a  member  of  the  club  for  alleged 
misconduct,  to  act  according  to  the  ordinary  principles  of 
justice,  and  are  not  to  convict  him  of  an  offense  warranting 
lus  expulsion  from. the  club  without  giving  him  due  notice  of 
their  intention  to  proceed  against  him,  and  affording  him  an 
opportunity  of  defending  or  palliating  his  conduct ;  and  that 
the  court  will,  at  the  instance  of  any  member  so  proceeded 
against,  declare  any  resolution  passed  by  the  committee 
without  previous  notice  to  him,  based  upon  ex  parte  evidence, 
and  purporting  to  expel  him  from  the  club,  to  be  null  and 
void,  and  will  restrain  the  committee,  by  injunction,  from 
interfering  by  virtue  of  such  a  resolution  with  his  rights  of 
membership." 

The  principle  to  be  deduced  from  all  these  cases  is  that  in 
every  proceeding  before  a  dub,  society  or  association  having 
for  its  object  the  expulsion  of  a  member,  the  member  is 
entitled  to  be  fully  and  fairly  informed  of  the  charge  and  to 
be  f  uQy  and  fairly  heard. 

In  this  case  Hutchinson  was  not  heard  after  Duff  and 
Brouwer  had  been  called  in  to  satisfy  members  of  the  govern- 
ing committee  who  were  in  doubt,  even  after  hearing  the 

*  The  recent  case  of  7}he  National  Bank  of  the  Hepubiie  agt  Darragh  (30 
Hu7C9  EeporU,  p.  29),  decided  by  the  general  term  of  this  department, 
shows  how  rigidly  courts  have  maintained  the  rule  that  arbitrators  should 
receiye  no  evidence  after  a  cause  had  been  submitted,  which  might  by 
any  possibility  influence  their  award.  —[Ed. 
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report  of  the  Bab-committee  and  reading  the  testimony  of 
Doff  and  Bronwer  there  given,  after  having  heard  Hatchin- 
son's  answer  to  the  chai^  made  in  the  report  of  the 
snb-committee.  Yarions  other  questions  were  discussed  npon 
the  argtmient  of  this  motion  which  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary 
now  to  consider.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  action  of  the 
governing  committee  of  the  stock  exchange  in  examining 
Duff  and  Bronwer,  after  Hutchinson  had  retired,  upon  points 
so  vitally  affecting  his  character,  reputation  and  property,  was 
not  just  or  fair  to  him  in  either  a  legal  or  equitable  sense  i 
that  it  was  contrary  to  the  rule  which  should  obtain  in  all 
proceedings  had  in  bodies  such  as  the  stock  exchange,  for  the 
expulsion  of  members,  and  therefore  I  deem  it  my  duty  to 
continue  the  injunction  heretofore  granted  until  the  cause  can 
be  tried  {See  Wood  agt.  Woody  L.  i?.,  9  JEc.,  190,  supra). 
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K  Y.  SUPREME  COURT. 
In  the  Matter  of  the  Estate  of  Jesse  HoTTy  deceased. 

Chde  of  CivU  Procedure,  section  2Q1S  i- PracHee  as  to  probate  of  a  paper 
propouTuUd  as  a  tnU — Witnesses  to  be  examined — Proof  required,  and 
manner  of  obtaimng  it. 

The  proponents  of  a  paper  which  is  claimed  to  be  this  decedent's  will 
lately  finished  the  presentation  of  their  proofs.  The  contestant,  through 
her  counsel,  thereupon  filed  an  affidavit  alleging  facts  which  tend  to 
Bhow  that  the  testimony  of  certain  persons  in  such  affidavit  named 
'*  may  be  material "  to  the  issues  of  this  proceeding.  The  contestant 
also  caused  to  be  filed  and  to  be  serted  upon  the  proponents  a  notice 
to  the  efifect  that,  before  proceeding  to  introduce  proofs  in  opposition 
to  probate,  she  required  the  examination  of  the  persons  in  such  affidavit 
named  : 

22^,  first,  that  the  duty  of  producing  such  witnesses  falls  upon  parties 
proponent,  not  because  the  statute  so  declares,  but  because,  as  it  fails  to 
impose  that  duty  upon  parties  contestant,  they  can  rest  securely  upon 
the  fact  that,  until  such  witnesses  have  been  produced  and  examined, 
the  will  cannot  be  admitted  to  probate. 

Seoond  The  course  of  the  examination  of  witnesses  brought  into  court 
by  proponents  at  the  instance  of  contestants,  is  a  matter  purely  in  the 
discretion  of  the  surrogate.  Such  witnesses  must  be  examined,  because 
the  law  demands  their  examination,  whenever  the  proper  notice  has 
been  filed  and  the  surrogate  has  found  them  to  be  material.  They  are 
not  to  be  charged,  so  to  speak,  to  the  account  of  eitherparty.  They  are 
to  be  examined  by  the  surrogate.  The  surrogate  can  require  counsel 
to  assist  him  in  the  examination.  Neither  party  can  demand,  as  of 
right,  the  opportunity  of  first  examining  the  witness  who  has  been 
produced  in  pursuance  of  the  notice,  and  neither  party  can  demand, 
as  of  right,  that  his  opponent  shall  begin  such  examination.  The  sur- 
rogate should  see  to  it  that  both  parties  are  afforded  a  fair  opportunity 
for  full  and  searching  investigations.  In  most  instances,  where  wit- 
nesses shall  be  thus  brought  into  court  at  the  request  of  contestants,  it 
will  be  the  most  natural  course  to  call  upon  the  contestants  themselves 
to  pursue  the  inquiry  in  the  first  instance,  because,  presumably,  they 
will  be  better  advised  than  their  adversaries  as  to  the  precise  matters 
which  they  wish  and  expect  to  prove ;  but  in  such  cases  a  direction  to 
the  contestants  to  begin  the  inquiry,  will  not  of  itself  involve  any 
lin^itation  upon  their  right  of  making  that  inquiry  as  searching  and 
thorough  as  they  would  have  been  permitted  to  make  it  If  the  witness 
Vol.  LXVII        8 


K  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 

Matter  of  Hoyt 

had  been  Yoluatarilj  produced  by  the  opposite  party  and  had  testified 
in  its  behalf. 
Third.  As  to  when  witnesses  produced  in  accordance  with  section  3618 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  are  to  be  examined,  it  is  a  mere  ques- 
tion of  the  order  of  proof,  and  is  entirely  within  the  discretion  of  the 
surrogate.  In  the  exercise  of  such  discretion  he  would  ordinarily  per- 
mit the  party  applying  for  the  examination  to  decide  for  himself  when 
that  examination  should  be  had. 

Mai/j  1884. 

Rollins,  J.  —  Section  2618  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
contains  the  following  provisions  as  to  proceedings  in  sur- 
rogates' courts  for  the  probate  of  a  paper  propounded  as  a 
will : 

^^  The  surrogate  must  cause  thQ  witnesses  to  be  examined 
before  him.  The  proofs  must  be  reduced  to  writing.  Before 
a  written  will  is  admitted  to  probate,  two,  at  least,  of  the 
subscribing  witnesses  must  be  produced  and  examined,  if  so 
many  are  within  the  state,  and  competent  and  able  to  testify. 
*  *  *  *  Any  party  who  contests  the  probate  of  the 
will  may,  by  a  notice  filed  with  the  surrogate  at  any  time 
before  the  proofs  are  closed,  require  the  examination  of  all 
tlie  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  written  will,  or  of  any  other 
witness  whose  testimony  the  surrogate  is  satisfied  may  be 
material ;  in  which  case  all  such  witnesses  who  are  within  the 
state,  and  competent  and  able  to  testify,  must  be  so  examined." 

What  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  above  quoted,  and  how, 
if  at  all,  have  they  changed  the  course  of  procedure  which 
obtained  in  probate  controversies  before  the  enactment  of 
the  Code  ? 

These  questions  arise  upon  the  following  state  of  facts: 
The  proponents  of  a  paper  which  is  claimed  to  be  this  dece- 
dent's will,  lately  finished  the  presentation  of  their  proofs. 
The  conteistant,  through  her  counsel,  thereupon  filed  an  affi- 
davit, alleging  facts  which  tend  to  show  that  the  testimony  of 
certain  persons  in  such  affidavit  named  "  may  be  material "  to 
tlie  issues  of  this  proceeding.    The  materiality  of  this  testi- 
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moiij  does  not  seem  to  be  disputed.  The  contestant  also 
caused  to  be  filed  and  to  be  served  upon  the  proponents  a 
notice  to  the  effect  that  before  proceeding  to  introduce  proofs 
in  opposition  to  probate,  she  required  the  examination  of  the 
persons  in  such  affidavit  named.  None  of  those  persons  ^ere 
produced  for  examination  on  the  day  specified  in  the  notice. 

Upon  these  facts  I  am  now  asked  to  determine : 

Mrat  Are  the  proponents  bound  under  the  provisions  of 
section  26 18,  above  quoted,  to^  produce  before  the  surrogate 
the  persons  named  in  the  notice } 

Second,  When  those  persons  sliall  be  produced,  what  will 
be  the  respective  rights  and  privileges  of  the  parties  hereto 
in  reference  to  their  examination  ? 

Third.  In  case  it  shall  be  decided  tliat  the  proponents  are 
responsible  for  their  production,  shall  the  contestants  be  con- 
ceded as  of  course  the  right  to  an  immediate  examination,  or 
is  it  discretionary  with  the  surrogate  when  such  examination 
ahall  be  had  ? 

Upon  these  questions  the  views  of  opposing  counsel  are 
utterly  at  odds.  On  the  one  hand  it  is  claimed  that  section 
2618  has  made  a  radical  change  in  the  procedure  of  surrogates' 
courts,  and  has  very  substantially  enlarged  the  powei-s  and 
privileges  of  contestants.  It  is  insisted^  on  the  other  hand, 
that  the  section  in  dispute  has  effected  no  essential  modifica- 
tion in  the  law  as  it  existed  before  the  enactment  of  the 
Code.  It  is  manifest  that  tlie  particular  facts  and  circum- 
stances of  this  case  are  of  no  importance  to  the  present 
inquiry,  and  I  shall,  therefore,  refrain  from  commenting  upon 
them.  The  matters  now  to  be  decided  are  purely  matters  of 
general  practice  and  procedure,  whose  determination  in  the 
case  at  bar  will  be  applicable  to  all  other  cases  of  disputed 
probate. 

I  understand  contestants'  counsel  practically .  to  claim  that 
patlies  opposing  the  probate  of  a  will  are  no  longer  required, 
unless  they  choose  so  to  do,  to  produce  witnesses  in  their  own 
behalf  and  submit  tliem  to  the  cross-examination  of  their 
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adversaries,  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  thej  can  require 
their  adversaries  to  produce  and  examine  in  chief  every  per- 
son who  can  give  evidence  material  to  the  issue,  and  that  at 
the  conclusion  of  such  examination  they  themselves  can  exer- 
cise aU  the  privileges  of  cross-examination,  with  such  right  of 
impeachment,  contradiction,  &c.,'  as  that  privilege  ordinarily 
carries  with  it. 

In  opposition  to  this  view  it  is  insisted  on  behalf  of  the 
proponents  that  section  2618  does  not  in  terms  require  at  their 
hands  either  the  production  for  examination  or  the  examina- 
tion of  any  of  the  witnesses  included  in  the  contestants'  note. 
They  contend  that  the  sole  purpose  which  that  section  aims 
to  accomplish  is  to  secure  to  contestants  the  absolute  power  of 
preventing  the  admission  of  a  will  to  probate  until  they  have 
first  been  afforded  an  opportunity  of  taking  the  testimony  of 
every  witness  whom  the  surrogate  shall  decide  to  be  material. 
Either  of  these  constructions  is  plausible  enough,  and  both 
of  them  have,  been  supported  by  ingenuous  and  elaborate 
arguments. 

As  the  language  of  the  section  is  fairly  susceptible  of  such 
widely  different  interpretations  it  is  well  to  inquire  what 
statutory  provisions  in  pari  materia  were  in  force  at  the  time 
of  its  enactment.  An  examination  of  this  question  discloses 
the  fact  that  all  those  portions  of  the  Code  which  relate  to  the 
mode  of  proving  a  will  are  founded  in  the  main  upon  the  pro- 
visions of  two  statutes  which  were  operative  for  forty  years 
after  their  enactment,  and  which  were  but  recently  abrogated 
by  the  general  repealing  act  which  took  effect  simultaneously 
with  the  taking  effect  of  the  Code  itself.  One  of  those  statutes 
is  chapter  460  of  the  Laws  of  1887,  the  other  is  chapter  129 
of  the  Laws  of  1841.  The  former  act  provided  in  its  tenth 
section  that  in  a  proceeding  for  the  probate  of  a  will  the  sur- 
rogate should  "cause  the  witnesses  to  be  examined  before 
him.  All  such  proofs  and  examinations,"  it  said,  "  shall  be 
reduced  to  writing.  Two  at  least  of  the  witnesses  to  such 
will,  if  so  many  are  living  in  this  state  and  arc  of  sound  mind 
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and  are  not  disabled  from  age,  sickness  or  infirmity  from 
attending,  shall  be  produced  and  examined." 

Section  11  provided  as  follows:  ^^In  case  tlie  proof  of  any 
sncli  will  is  contested,  and  any  person  having  the  right  to 
contest  the  same  shall,  before  probate  made,  file  with  the 
snrrogate  a  reqtiest  in  writing  that  all  the  witnesses  to  such 
will  shall  be  examined,  then  all  the  witnessed  to  snch  will 
who  are  living  in  this  state  and  of  sound  mind,  and  who  are 
not  disabled  *  ♦  *  from  attending,  shall  be  produced 
and  examined." 

Section  17  declared  that  no  will  should  be  deemed  proved 
until  the  witness  to  the  same  residing  within  this  state  at  time 
of  such  proof,  of  sound  mind,  &c.,  should  have  been  examined 
pursuant  to  law. 

By  chapter  129  of  the  Laws  of  1841  the  scope  of  section  11 
of  the  act  of  1837  was  greatly  enlarged.  It  was  made  to 
apply  to  all  witnesses  whom  any  person  interested  in  the 
proof  of  the  will  should  "  7*equest  to  be  examinedj*^  and  that, 
too,  whether  such  witnesses  were  or  were  not  subscribing  wit- 
nesses to  such  will,  provided  only  that  the  surrogate  should 
first  be  satisfied  that  they  could  give  material  testimony.  It 
will  be  observed  that  the  "  request "  above  referred  to  could 
be  made  by  any  parties  to  the  proceeding,  by  proponents  as 
well  as  by  contestants.  This  word  "  request,"  as  used  in  the 
acts  of  1837  and  1841,  has,  it  seems  to  me,  substantially 
the  same  meaning  as  the  word  ^^ require"  in  section  2618 
of  the  existing  law.  The  change  of  phraseology  has  not 
made,  and  could  not  have  been  intended  to  make,  any  change 
in  the  signification.  Now,  while  the  statute  of  1841  was  in 
force,  what  would  liave  been  the  effect  of  a  "  request "  made, 
in  pursuance  of  its  provisions,  by  any  party  interested  in  the 
proceeding  ?  Would  it  have  imposed  upon  the  opposite  party 
the  duty  of  producing 'and  examining  the  witnesses,  whose 
examination  was  so  ^^  requested,"  and  would  it  have  given  the 
party  so  "requesting"  rights  of  cross-examination,  impeach- 
raent,  contradiction,  &c.,  superior  to  those  which  his  antagonist 
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could  have  exercised?  Such  an  interpretation  of  section  11 
would  have  practically  made  possible  at  every  trial  this  extra- 
ordinary state  of  affairs,  that  proponents  could  have  been 
compelled  to  produce  and  examine  as  their  own  witnesses  all 
persons  whose  testimony  was  wanted  by  the  contestants, 
and  that  contestants  could  have  been  similarly  compelled  to 
produce  and  examine  as  their  witnesses  all  persons  whose 
testimony  the  proponents  desired. 

It  can  scarcely  be  contended  that  the  legislature  ever  meant 
to  bring  about  such  a  complete  inversion  of  the  customary 
and  orderly  procedure  of  a  judicial  investigation.  The  pur- 
pose and  the  meaning  of  the  statutes  of  1837  and  1841,  so  far 
«as  their  provisions  relate  to  the  subject  in  hand,  are  not  hard 
to  understand.  Those  statutes  contemplated,  as  the  present 
Code  contemplates,  that  a  proceeding  for  probate  is  often 
conducted  by  the  surrogate,  witliout  the  intervention  of  coun- 
sel, either  for  or  against  the  will,  and  without  the  formulatiug 
of  any  distinct  and  definite  issues.  They  prescribed,  therefore, 
that  a  certain  specified  amount  and  kind  of  evidence  should 
be  the  absolute  prerequisite  of  the  admission  of  a  will  to  pro- 
bate, and  that,  too,  even  though  no  person  interested  appeared 
in  opposition ;  and  they  provided  simple  and  efficacious  means 
by  which  a  contestant  might  insist  npon  the  production  of 
certain  other  evidence,  and  might  prevent  the  entry  of  a  decree 
establishing  the  will  until  that  evidence  had  been  introduced. 

I  think  that  the  substitution  of  the  Code  provisions  for 
those  contained  in  the  acts  of  1837  and  1841  has  not  served  to 
enlarge  in  any  respect  the  rights  which  contestants  formerly 
enjoyed.  My  construction  of  section  2618  is  this :  by  filing 
such  a  notice  as  is  therein  mentioned,  and  by  satisfying  the 
surrogate  of  the  materiality  of  the  witnesses  whom  such  notice 
specifies,  contestants  can  effectually  block  the  probate  of  a 
disputed  will  until  such  witnesses  (if  competent,  within  the 
state,  &c.)  have  been  examined.  If  after  filing  such  a  notice 
contestants  should  cease  to  take  any  active  part  in  the  pro- 
ceeding it  would,  nevertheless,  be  the  duty  of  the  surrogate 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  68 


Matter  of  Hoyt. 


to  take  heed  that  no  decree  should  be  entered  admitting  the 
will  until  the  witneeees  named  in  the  notice  had  been  first 
examined. 

For  this  reason  I  hold  that  the  duty  of  producing  such 
witnesses  falls  upon  parties  proponent,  not  because  the  statute 
so  declares,  for  it  does  not,  but  because,  as  it  fails  to  impose 
that  duty  upon  parties  contestant,  they  can  rest  securely  upon 
the  fact  that  until  such  witnesses  have  been  produced  and 
examined  the  will  cannot  be  admitted  to  probate. 

Second.  Then  comes  the  question,  by  which  party  should 
the  witnesses  produced  according  to  notice  be  first  examined  ? 
In  answering  this  inquiry  it  is  important  to  consider  a  fact 
which  has  been  the  subject  of  comment  by  the  counsel  on  both 
sides  of  this  controversy.  I  refer  to  a  peculiarity  of  probate 
proceedings  which  distinguishes  thetn  from  almost  all  other 
judicial  investigations.  When  once  an  instrument  purporting 
to  be  a  will  has  been  produced  before  the  surrogate,  and  parties 
in  interest  have  been  summoned  to  attend  its  probate,  it  is  no 
longer  under  the  control  of  the  persons  who  have  propounded 
it.  They  cannot  claim  the  right  to  withdraw  it  from  the  files, 
even  though  all  persons  interested  consent  to  that  course. 
If  or,  on  the  other  hand  can  they  by  obtaining  the  consent  of 
all  such  persons,  procure  its  admission  to  probate. 

The  proceeding  is,  in  effect,  a  proceeding  in  rem.  The 
surrogate  must  enter  a  decree  pronouncing  for  or  against  the 
will.  The  parties  may,  of  course,  be  active  or  passive,  and 
may  favor  or  oppose  probate  according  to  their  interests  or 
incliuations.  But.  whatever  course  they  may  pursue,  it  is  the 
surrogate's  duty  {sec.  2622  Code)  "  to  inquire  particularly  into 
all  the  facts  and  circumstances,"  and  not  until  he  himself  is 
'^  satisfied  of  the  genuineness  of  the  will  and  the  validity  of  its 
execution  "  can  he, admit  it  to  probate (/i^. 

These  considerations  lead  me  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
course  of  the  examination  of  witnesses  brought  into  court  by 
proponents  at  the  instance  of  contestants  is  a  matter  purely 
in  the  discretion  of  the  surrogate.    Such  witnesses  must  be 
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examined  because  the  law  demands  their  examination,  when- 
ever the  proper  notice  has  been  filed  and  the  surrogate  has 
found  them  to  be  material.  They  are  not  to  be  charged,  so 
to  speak,  to  the  account  of  either  party.  They  are  to  be  exam- 
ined  by  the  surrogate.  In  cases  where  the  proceeding  before 
the  surrogate  has  assumed,  as  it  has  here  assumed,  the  form 
of  a  trial,  in  which  the  parties  are  represented  by  counsel,  the 
surrogate  can  doubtless  require  such  counsel  to  assist  him  in 
the  examination. 

But  it  seems  to  me  that  neither  party  can  demand,  as  of 
right,  the  opportunity  of  first  examining  the  witness  who  has 
been  produced  in  pursuance  of  the  notice,  and  that  neither 
party  can  demand,  as  of  right,  that  his  opponent  shall  be 
required  to  begin  such  examination.  The  surrogate  should 
see  to  it  that  both  parties  are  afforded  a  fair  opportunity  for 
full  and  searching  investigation.  In  many  instances  —  per- 
haps most  instances  —  where  witnesses  shall  be  thus  brought 
into  coui*t  at  the  request  of  contestants,  it  will  be  the  most 
natural  course  to  call  upon  the  contestants  themselves  to 
pursue  the  inquiry  in  the  first  instance,  because,  presumably, 
they  will  be  better  advised  than  their  adversaries  as  to  the 
precise  matters  which  thej  wish  and  expect  to  prove;  but  in 
such  cases  a  direction  to  the  contestants  to  begin  the  inquiry 
will  not  of  itself  involve  any  limitation  upon  their  right  of 
making  that  inquiry  as  searching  and  thorough  as  they  would 
have  been  permitted  to  make  it,  if  the  witness  had  been  vol- 
untarily produced  by  the  opposite  party,  and  had  testified  in 
its  behalf. 

How  far,  if  at  all,  the  conduct  of  the  examination  of  such 
witnesses  may  properly  be  regulated  by  a  consideration  of 
their  friendliness  or  unfriendliness  to  the  one  party  or  the 
other,  or  by  other  circumstances  apparent  when  they  are  upon 
the  stand,  is  a  matter  which  will  be  determined  when  the 
occasion  for  its  determination  arises. 

Third.  There  only  remains  to  be  considered  the  question 
when  it  is  that  witnesses  produced  in  accordance  with  section 
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8618  are  to  be  examined.  I  hold  that  this  is  a  mere  question 
of  the  order  of  proof  and  that  it  is  entirely  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  surrogate.  In  the  exercise  of  such  discretion 
he  would  ordinarily  permit  the  party  applying  for  the  exam- 
ination to  decide  for  himself  when  that  examination  should  be 
had.  In  the  present  case  I  can  see  no  reason  why  the 
testimony  of  the  persons  named  in  the  notice  should  not  be 
taken  at  once,  if  the  contestant  so  desires.  As  those  persons 
are  severally  called  to  the  stand  the  court  will  give  whatever 
special  direction  as  to  their  examination  the  circumstances 
shall  seem  to  warrant. 


SIJPEEME  COUET. 
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Jwry —  0(mwwLmcaJfi(m  between  judge  and  jury  in  the  absence  of  e<ntneel^' 
Improper  communtcaium  with  the  jury  by  an  officer  in  charge — When  not 
ground  for  new  trial. 

The  Jury  was  instructed  by  the  court  in  its  charge  to  ^ass  upon  four 
questions  of  fact,  and  that  if  they  decided  all  of  those  questions  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  their  verdict  should  be  for  him,  but  that  if  they  decided 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  upon  any  one  of  those  questions  their  verdict 
should  be  for  the  defendant.  After  being  out  for  several  hours  the  jury 
came  into  court  and  stated  that  they  were  unable  to  agree,  whereupon 
they  were  told  by  the  presiding  Justice  in  open  court  that  he  did  not 
fed  warranted  in  discharging  them  until  they  had  given  the  case  fur- 
ther consideration.  Upon  being  asked  by  one  of  the  jurors  to  repeat 
the  four  propositions  which  they  were  to  pass  upon,  the  justice  outlined 
them,  as  he  had  previously  stated  them  in  the  charge,  and  said,  *'  if  you 
And  for  the  plaintiff  you  must  find  on  each  one  of  these  questions  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff."  Neither  party  was  present  in  person  or  by 
counsel,  the  defendant's  counsel  having  left  the  city: 

Mold,  that  it  was  not  an  error  for  which  a  new  trial  should  be  granted  for 
the  judge  to  thus  instruct  the  jury  in  open  court,  but  in  the  absence  of 
counsel  whose  attendance  could  not  have  been  secured  before  morning. 

An  expression  to  a  jury  by  an  officer  in  charge  of  an  opinion  that  unless 
they  agreed  they  would  be  detained  untU  the  next  day  at  noon,,  although 

Vol.  XLVn        i^ 
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in^roper,  is  not  such  an  irregularity  as  should  avoid  the  verdict  It 
does  not  amount  to  an  illegal  restraint. 
While  the  affidavits  of  Jurors  will  not  he  received  to  show  their  own 
misconduct,  or  that  of  their  fellows,  they  are  probahly  admissible  to 
show  the  misconduct  of  the  officer  having  them  in  charge,  but  not 
to  «how  its  effect  upon  their  own  minds.  Jurors  should  not  be  permit- 
ted to  stultify  or  criminate  themselves  by  swearing  that  they  sacrificed 
their  convictions  in  order  to  be  relieved  from  a  temporary  inconvenience. 

Onondaga  Special  Term,  January ,  1884. 

Monoir  hj  defendant  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  ground  that 
the  court  instructed  the  jury  in  the  absence  of  counsel,  and 
the  oflRcer  in  charge  of  the  jury  held  an  improper  communi- 
cation with  them. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Oneida  circuit  on  the  21st  of 
November,  1883,  and  resulted  in  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
This  motion  was  argued  at  the  Onondaga  special  term  on 
the  5th  of  January,  1884,  a  stay  of  proceedings  having  been 
granted  at  the  circuit  to  enable  the  defendant  to  move  to  set 
^aeide  the  verdict  upon  the  grounds  above  named. 

•   ^Charles  H.  SearU^  for  motion. 

J.  I,  Sa/ylee^  opposed. 

Vann,  J.  —  Upon  the  trial  of  this  case  the  jury  was 
instructed  by  the  coart  in  its  charge  to  pass  upon  four  ques- 
tions of  fact,  and  that  if  they  decided  all  of  those  questions  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  their  verdict  should  be  for  him,  but  that 
if  they  decided  in  favor  of  the  defendant  upon  any  one  of 
those  questions  their  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant. 
The  jury  retired  in  charge  of  an  oflScer  late  in  the  afternoon, 
and  at  the  close  of  the  evening  session,  at  about  nine  o'clock, 
came  into  court  and  stated  that  they  were  unable  to  agree, 
whereupon  they  were  told  by  the  presiding  justice  in  open 
<^ourt  that  he  did  not  feel  warranted  in  discharging  them  until 
they  had  given  the  case  further  consideration.  One  of  the 
jurors  then  asked  the  court  to  repeat  the  four  propositions 
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which  tliey  were  to  pass  upon,  and  the  justice  outlined  the 
four  questions  of  fact  as  he  had  previously  stated  them  in  his 
charge.  No  instruction  was  given  them  uf)on  any  question 
of  law,  except  in  th^se  words,  as  taken  from  the  minutes  of 
the  stenographer,  "  if  you  find  for  the  plaintiflE  you  must  find 
on  each  one  of  these  questions  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff."  The 
jury  then  retired  and  the  court  adjourned.  Neither  party 
was  present  in  person  or  by  counsel  at  the  time  these  instruc- 
tions were  given.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  had  left  the 
city  where  the  court  was  sitting  and  had  gone  to  his  home 
in  Utica.  Was  it  an  error  for  the  judge  to  thus  instruct  the 
jury  in  open  court,  but  in  the  absence  of  counsel,  whose 
attendance  could  not  have  been  secured  before  morning  ? 

Many  decisions  have  been  made  in  this  state  bearing  some- 
what upon  the  question,  but  none  to  which  my  attention  has 
been  called  directly  in  point.  Tliayer  agt.  Van  Vleet  (5 
Johns.,,  Ill)  arose  in  justices'  court,  and  it  appeared  that  after 
the  jury  had  retired  they  sent  for  the  justice,  who  went  into 
their  room,  and  on  being  asked  if  they  could  add  anything  to 
the  charge  of  the  plaintiff  replied  "  no,"  and  left  them.  It 
was  held  not  an  irregularity  for  which  the  verdict  ought  to  be 
set  aside  as  there  was  no  semblance  of  abuse  and  the  consent 
of  the  parties  might  be  inferred. 

In  Bunn  agt.  Croul  (10  Johna.^  239)  it  was  held  that  a 
justice  of  the  peace  could  not  in  the  absence  of  the^parties,  or 
without  their  consent,  answer  a  question  as  to  whether  certain 
evidence  had  been  given  when  asked  by  the  jury  after  they 
had  retired  to  make  up  their  verdict. 

In  Taylor  agt.  Betsford  (13  Johns.^  487)  it -was  held  that  a 
juBtice  of  the  peace  could  not  after  the  jury  had  retired  enter 
their  room  at  their  request,  but  apart  from  and  without  the 
consent  of  the  parties,  to  answer  certain  ^questions. 

In  Benson  agt.  Clark  (1.  Cow.y  258)  after  the  jury  had 
retired  the  justice  at  their  request,  but  without  the  consent  of 
the  parties,  entered  the  jury  room  where  certain  questions 
were  put  to  him  by  the  jurors  which  he  did  not  answer,  but  \ 


68         KEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

* 

Wiggins  agt  Downer. 

retired.  Soon  after  the  jury  sent  by  the  constable  for  a  cer- 
tain paper,  wJiich  the  jastice  sent  to  them.  It  was  held  that 
both  acts  were  irregular. 

In  Neil  agt.  Ahd  (24  TFJwirf.,  185)  itf  was  held  error  for 
the  justice  without  the  consent  of  the  parties  to  permit  the 
jury  to  use  his  minutes  after  they  had  sent  for  them  by 
the  constable. 

In  Plunkett  agt.  Apple^n  (51  How.^  469 ;  S.  6\,  9  Jones 
<&  Sp.y  169),  tlie  judge,  without  the  knowledge  of  counsel, 
sent  written  communications  to  the  jury  answering  certain 
questions  of  law  which  they  addressed  to  him  in  writing  and 
sent  in  by  the  officer.    The  verdict  was  set  aside  as  irregular. 
From  these  cases,  and  others  of  like  character  that  might  be 
cited,  it  is  clear  Uiat  a  judge  should  not  privately  communi- 
.  cate  with  the  jury,  either  by  entering  the  room  where  they 
.  are  deliberating  or  by  means  of  written  communications.    A 
violation  of  the  rule  may  afford  ground  for  a  new  trial,  even 
:  if  no  harm  is  shown  to  have  resulted  from  it  to  either  party, 
.  although  this  may  be  doubtful  since  the  decision  of  Mahaney 
.  agt.  Decker  (18  Huriy  365).    The  principle  upon  which  the 
rule  rests  is  that  such  communications  are  so  dangerous  and 
impolitic  that  they  will  be  conclusively  presumed  to  have 
influenced  the  jury  improperly.     According  to  the  cases  the 
source  of  danger  is  the  secret  nature  of -the  communications. 
But  in  this  case  all  that  was  said  was  in  open  court,  and  at  a 
time  when  it  was  impossible  to  notify  counsel.    There  was  no 
secrecy,  and  hence  the  usual  element  of  danger  was  wanting. 
Some  of  the  cases  suggest  a  distinction  between  instructions 
.  in  open  court,  although  in  the  absence  of  counsel,  and  a  pri- 
vate communication. 

In  Watertovm  Bank  agt.  Mix  (51  J^.  7*.,  559)  the  judge 
answered  somewhat  blindly  a  written  question  relating  to  the 
evidence  sent  to  him  by  the  jury  by  writing  his  answer 
beneath  and  returning  it,  but  without  informing  counseL 
Johnson,  C,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  ^^  It 
is,  in  my  opinion,  better  and  safer  to  adhere  to  the  rule,  as 
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aflSrmed  by  the  adjudged  cases  and  by  what  I  understand  to 
be  the  settled  usage  in  this  state,  that  there  ought  to  be  no 
communication  between  the  judge  and  the  jury  after  they 
have  gone  from  the  bar  to  consider  of  their  verdict  in  rela- 
tion to  the  oral  evidence  or  his  instructions  to  them,  unlesa 
it  take  place  openly  in  court  or  with  the  express  assent  of 
the  parties." 

While  the  point  was  not  presented  for  decision,  the  plain 
intimation  is  that  instructions  in  open  court  are  to  be  classed 
with  those  given  with  the  express  assent  of  the  parties. 

In  Sargent  agt.  Roherts  (1  Pick.^  337,  841)  the  court  said : 
**  We  are  all  of  the  opinion,  after  considering  the  question 
maturely,  that  no  communication  whatever  ought  to  take 
place  between  the  judge  and  the  jury  after  the  cause  has  been 
committed  to  them  by  the  charge  of  the  court,  unless  in  open 
courts  andj  where  practicable^  in  presence  of  the  counsel  in 
the  cause.^^  • 

The  point  was  not  presented  in  this  case,  but  the  true  rule 
was  suggested. 

The  trial  of  a  case  does  not  end  until  a  verdict  is  had, 
because  if  there  is  no  verdict,  in  the  eye  of  the  law  there  is 
no  trial.  Therefore  counsel  who  leave  court  before  the  ver- 
dict is  announced,  leave  before  the  trial  is  finished.  They  do 
this  at  their  peril,  and  take  the  risk  of  further  instructions 
being  given,  openly  from  the  bench,  so  long  as  court  is  in  ses- 
sion,- and  the  jury  still  out.  While,  as  a  matter  of  courtesy, 
but  not  as  a  matter  of  right,  it-is  customary  to  send  for  coun- 
sel upon  the  return  of  the  jury  for  information  of  any  kind  ; 
when,  by  the  act  of  counsel,  it  is  impracticable  to  do  so,  the 
omission  cannot  be  urged  as  a  ground .  for  a  new  trial.  To 
hold  otherwise  would  enable  counsel,  either  by  negh'gence  or 
design,  to  compel  the  court  to  discharge  the  jury  before  they 
had  given  the  case  enough  consideration,  or  to  confine  them 
in  the  jury  room  until  it  suited  the  convenience  or  inclination 
of  counsel  to  come  into  court  when  further  instructionss  misrht 
be  given,  and  the  jury  could  intelligently  resume  their  delib- 
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erations.  No  evil  can  result  from  this  rule,  except  that  the 
court  would  not  have  the  aid  of  suggestions  from  counsel,  but 
this  would  cause  less  inconvenience  than  to  suspend  business. 
Exceptions  could  be  allowed  upon  the  appearance  of  counsel, 
or  even  upon  the  settlement  of  a  case,  and  the  time  for 
instructions,  as  a  matter  of  right,  upon  request,  would  have 
passed.  The  public  nature  of  the  communication  would  guard 
it  from  all  danger  or  impropriety. 

In  New  Hampshire  and  South  Carolina  it  is  well  settled 
that  the  court  may  even  privately  communicate  with  the  jury 
{Allen  agt.  Aldrich,  29  iT.  27.,  63, 74 ;  Bassett  agt.  Salisbury 
Manfg.  Co.,  28  iT.  //.,  438,  457 ;  Shapely  agt.  White,  6  N. 
jy.,  172,  176  ;  Goldsmith  agt.  Solomons,  2  Strobhart,  296). 

While  the  decisions  are  more  stringent  in  other  states,  I 
find  no  case  at  variance  with  the  rule  here  laid  down. 

From  the  affidavits  of  three  of  the  jurors  it  appears  that 
after  the  jury  had  deliberated  for  about  fifteen  hours,  they 
sent  word  to  the  court  by  the  officer  in  charge  that  they  could 
not  agrees  that  the  constable  retired  for  a  moment,  and  upon 
returning  stated  that  the  judge  said  ^'  they  must  agree,  or  he 
would  keep  them  until  to-morrow  noon."  One  of  the  three  jury- 
men says  that  the  substance  of  the  statement  of  the  constable 
was,  that  "  the  judge  said  he  would  not  discharge  them  ;  that 
they  must  agree."  Thereupon,  the  affiants  swear,  the  minor- 
ity of  four  compromised  with  the  majority  and  agreed  to 
the  verdict  that  was  rendered,  and  that  they  did  so  to  get  dis- 
charged. A  fourth  juror  swears  that  the  jury  stood  ten  to 
two  all  night,  and  says  that  he  did  not  hear  or  know  that  the 
constable  made  any  such  statement.  The  officer  denies  that 
he  made  the  statement,  but  intimates  that  he  said  something 
to  the  jury,  without  stating  what  it  was.  He,  however, 
claims  that  he  strictly  kept  and  observed  his  oath. 

While  the  affidavits  of  jurors  will  not  be  received  to  show 
their  own  hiisconduct  or  that  of  their  fellows,  they  are  prob- 
ably admissible  to  show  the  misconduct  of  the  officer  having 
them  in  charge  {ThoTnas    agt.    Chapman^  45   Barb.,  98; 
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HiUiard  on  New  Trialsy  337),  but  not  to  show  its  effect 
upon  their  own  minds  {Id.;  Thompson  <b  Merriam  on  Juriea^ 
431).  Jurors  should  not  be  pennitted  to  stultify  or  criminate 
themselves  by  swearing  that  thej  sacrificed  their  convictions 
in  order  to  be  relieved  from  a  temporary  inconvenience. 

Communications  between  the  jarors  and  the  officer- having 
tliem  in  charge  may  furnish  ground  for  a  new  trial,  where 
they  had  a  manifest  tendency  to  influence  the  jury  improperly 
against  the  unsuccessful  party,  or  where  they  were  such  that 
prejudice  may  have  residted  {Thomas  agt.  Chapman^  stipra; 
T.dk  M,  on  Juries,  428,  431). 

No  such  message,  was  in  fact  sent  to  the  jury  by  the  court, 
and  I  do  not  find  that  any  such  was  delivei*ed.  Possibly  the 
constable  or  some  juryman  may  have  expressed  the  opinion 
tliat  unless  the  jury  agreed  they  would  be  detained  until  the 
next  dav  at  noon,  when  it  was  known  that  the  circuit  was  to 
adjourn  for  the  week.  Bat  assume  that  the  constable  did 
make  the  alleged  statement,  and  that  the  jury  thought  it  was 
a  message  from  the  court,  the  impropriety  of  such  a  pro- 
ceeding is  conceded,  but  would  it  be  such  an  irregularity  as 
should  avoid  the  verdict?  Would  it  amount  to  an  illegal 
constraint  ?  For  there  must  always  be  some  constraint ;  but 
abnse  should  not  be  permitted. 

The  old  case  of  Green  agt.  Tdfare  (11  Uow.,  261),  decided 
by  judge  Harris  in  1853,  was  expressly  repudiated  in  Erwin 
agt.  HamUton  (50  How.,  32),  decided  by  judge  Westbrook 
in  1875.  In  the  latter  case  the  jury,  after  announcing  their 
inability  to  agree,  were  told  in  effect  by  the  judge  that  he 
could  not  discharge  them,  but  would  return  after  supper  and 
wait  a  reasonable  time  for  a  verdict,  and  if  they  failed  to 
agree  by  that  time  the  court  would  adjourn  until  the  follow- 
ing Monday  at  three  p.  m.,  then  distant  nearly  seventy  hours, 
when  they  could  bring  in  a  sealed  verdict.  This  was  held 
to  be  regular. 

In  Slater  agt.  Mead  (53  How.,  57),  decided  at  special  term 
in  1876,  the  jury,  after  being  out  a  long  time,  reported  that 
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they  coald  not  agree.  The  judge  said  to  them :  *^  You  most 
agree  upon  a  verdict.  I  cannot  discharge  you  until  you  agree 
upon  a  verdict."  The  verdict  was  set  aside  as  induced  by 
constraint. 

In  Leach  agt.  WiOmr  (9  AUen^  212)  one  of  the  jurors 
asked  the  officer  how  long  the  court  would  keep  them 
together,  and  he  replied  that  he  did  not  know  but  they 
would  have  to  stay  tiU  Saturday  night.  This  was  held  no 
ground  for  a  new  trial,  though  censurable  on  the  pail;  of  the 
officer. 

In  Pope  agt.  State  (36  Miss.,  121  [1858])  the  officer  in 
charge  told  the  jury,  while  deliberating  in  a  case  of  felony, 
"  that  unless  they  decided  the  case  one  way  or  the  other  they 
would  have  nothing  more  to  eat  and  no  water  to  drink." 
Some  of  the  jurors  understood  him  to  say  this  by  direction  of 
the  court,  yet  it  was  held  no  ground  for  a  new  trial. 

In  White  agt.  Colder  (35  N.  T.,  183)  it  was  held, 
Morgan,  J.,  dissenting,  not  to  be  an  error  for  the  judge  to 
refuse  to  discharge  the  jury  until  they  had  agreed  upon  their 
verdict,  and  that  it  was  wholly  witliin  his  discretion  when  to 
discharge  them. 

It  is  in  the  power  of  the  court,  without  threatening  con- 
straint, to  actually  constrain  a  jury  by  confining  them  for  a 
long  time  with  nothing  to  eat.  In  this  case  everything 
reasonable  was  provided  for  the  comfort  of  the  jury.  They 
had  their  regular  meals.  If  the  remark  imputed  to  the  con- 
stable had  been  made  by  him,  its  power  to  constrain  would  be 
less  than  a  state  of  semi-starvation.  Wliile  the  jury  might 
justly  complain  of  the  discourtesy  in  the  case  supposed,  it 
could  not  be  held  that  the  coercion  was  illegal  or  unreason- 
able. Aside  from  the  question  of  taste  or  courtesy,  it  is  no 
worse  to  threaten  coercion  than  it  is  to  practice  it,  yet  of 
necessity  it  must  be  practiced,  within  reasonable  limits,  by  aU 
judges  who  preside  over  trials  by  jury.  Twelve  honest,  inde- 
pendent minds  do  not  readily  concur  in  judgment  upon 
disputed  questions  of  fact.    Some  effort  is  necessary  in  order 
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to  a^ree.  That  effort  must  be  encouraged  and  required  by 
the  conrt,  if  the  business  of  the  country  is  ever  to  be  done. 
If  the  effort  is  successful,  the  result  should  not  be  done  away 
with  upon  a  mere  question  of  courtesy,  ^here  no  one  is 
injured,  and  the  court  is  satisfied  that  the  verdict  is  right. 
The  motion  is  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 


N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

TiFFANT   et   al.j  plaintiffs,  agt.  The    UNrricD    States 
Illuminatino  Company,  defendants. 


r^ 


BoKment  —  ZjgA^^  air  and  fre^  obom^  to  premise  part  of  ecuenkpii  inj^Mic  ^^  i  / 
rireet — Legidaiurt'no  power  1o  permit  erection  qf  poles  for  eUetrie  wires 
m^nt  providing  for  eompensafion  to  owners  of  premises  —  Questions 
offact. 

The  legislature  has  no  power  to  permit,  by  the  erection  of  poles  for  the 
support  of  electric  wires  in  front  of  a  person's  premises,  the  taking  of 
such  person's  property  by  impairing  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  light. 
air  and  free  access  to  his  premises,  which  forms  part  of  his  easement  in 
the  public  street,  without  having  provided  for  the  payment  to  such 
person  of  due  compensation  therefor. 

Whether  the  erection  of  the  poles  would  have  been  a  substantial  impair- 
ment of  the  use  of  such  easement  is  a  question  of  fact 

Special  Term^  Aprily  1884. 

O^Gk)RMAN,  f/.  —  When  this  motion  for  the  c^ontinuance^ 
pendente  lite^  of  an  injunction  restraining  the  defendant  from 
erecting  poles  for  the  support  of  electric  wires  in  front  of 
plaintiffs'  premises  was  argued,  I  believed  that  the  case  would 
soon  be  reached  in  its  order  and  tried  on  all  the  issues  raised 
on  the  pleadings,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  an  early 
decision  of  this  motion  should  be  made  by  me.  Some  time, 
however,  having  elapsed  since  the  argument,  and  no  trial  of 
the  case  having  yet  taken  place,  it  comes  in  the  course  of  my 
ordinary  duty  to  make  such  disposition  of  the  motion  as  seems 
Vol.  LXVn        10 
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to  me  proper  on  the  facts  as  they  were  presented  to  me  on 
the  moving  papers. 

I  will  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  motion,  that  the 
legislature,  as  far  as  it  had  the  power,  has  given  full  authority 
to  the  defendants  to  erect  the  poles  in  question,  and  that  the 
board  of  aldermen,  as  far  as  they  had  power,  have  acquiesced 
in  the  legislative  act. 

A  question  of  law,  however,  is  raised  and  must  be  considered, 
whether  the  legislature  has  not  exceeded  its  powers  in  permit- 
ting the  taking  of  plaintiflEs'  property  by  impairing  the  use 
and  enjoyment  of  the  light,  air  and  free  access  to  their  prem- 
ises, which  formed  part  of  their  easement  in  the  public  street, 
without  having  provided  for  the  payment  to  the  plaintifEs  of 
due  compensation  therefor. 

If  the  plaintiffs  had  "property  in  such  eafeemeni,  and  wore 
threatened  with  substantial  loss  or  impairmeriFof  such  prop- 
erty, then  the  legislature,  failing  to  provide  for  compensation, 
exceeded  its  powers. 

The  constitutional  prohibition  on  the  subject  is  clear  and 
emphatic :  "  No  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or 
property,  without  due  process  of  law ;  nor  shall  private  prop- 
erty be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  compensation.'^ 

This  is  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  not  to  be  violated  or 
evaded,  or  impaired  in  its  full  force  and  efiEect ;  and  no  benefit 
to  the  public,  however  great,  that  might  be  anticipated  from 
any  new  invention  or  improvement,  would  justify  any  disre- 
gard of  it. 

This  has  been  declared  to  be  the  law  by  the  highest  legal 
tribunal  in  this  state,  in  a  series  of  decisions  extending  over 
I  many  years  back.  Of  these  decisions  the  case  of  Story  agt. 
Elevated  Railroad  Company  (90  iT.  IT.,  150)  is  one  of  the 
latest,  and  in  it  the  rights  of  owners  of  premises  abutting  on 
public  streets  by  the  impaired  use  of  their  easement,  of  light, 
air  and  free  access  to  and  from  the  street,  have  been  defined 
and  sustained. 

The  legislature  cannot  materially  change  or  enlarge  the 
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nature  of  the  right  of  the  public  in  a  street  (  WiUiams  agt. 
N,  Y.  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  16  N.  T.,  107).  Encroachment  on  sngh 
an  easenaent  is  a  taking  of  property  {Story  agt.  Elevated  R. 
£.  Co.,  supra,  171).  No  structure  on  a  public  street  can  be 
authorized  that  is  inconsistent  with  the  continued  use  of  the 
street  {Id.,  177,  193 ;  Mahady  agt.  Buahwick  R.  R,  Co,,  91 
N.  Y.,  153). 

Permission  to  build  structures  on  land  subject  to  an  ease- 
ment, is  inconsistent  with  the  continued  use  and  enjoyment 
of  the  easement,  and  works  an  extinguishment  of  the  ease- 
ment  {Cortwright  agt.  Mapleson,  62  iT.  Y.,  623).  An  ease- 
ment of  light  and  air  has  value  {Doyle  agt.  Lord,  64  N.  Y.^ 
432).  This  principle,  as  applied  to  telegraph  poles,  was  consid- 
ered and  recognized  in  DuBenhury  agt.  Mutual  Telegraph  Comr 
pany  {Sup,  Ct.,  General  Term,  Dec,,  1882 ;  11  AUb,  N,  C, 
440) ;  Board  of  Trade  agt.  Telegraph  Company  {lU.  Sup. 
Ct.,  Oct,  2,  1883 ;  29  Alh,  Law  Jour.,  92). 

Whether  the  erection  of  the  poles,  in  the  case  at  bar,  would 
have  been  a  substantial  impairment  of  the  plaintiffs'  use  of 
their  easement  in  light,  air  or  free  access  to  and  from  the 
street,  is  a  qiiestion  of  fact,  and,  as  far  as  is  shown  by  the 
papers  used  in  this  motion,  the  preponderance  of  evidence 
seems  to  be  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs. 

The  poles  in  question  are  not  meant  to  sustain  electric 
lamps,  but  only  the  wires  connecting  with  the  lamps,  and  by 
means  of  which  the  light  is  to  be  supplied.  They  are,  there- 
fore, not,  strictly  speaking,  lamp  posts ;  and  posts  of  ^  the 
dimensions  stated  in  the  moving  papers,  placed  in  front  of  the 
entrance  to  the  plaintiffs'  store,  might  well  create  a  serious 
hindrance  to  free  access  to  it. 

It  is  also  averred,  and  not  denied,  that  the  lighting  power 
can  be,  and  actually  is  in  some  parts  of  this  city,  conveyed  to 
the  lamps  by  underground  connection,  and  by  means  not 
involving  any  risk  of  damage  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  use  of  the  street  by  the  erection  of  these  poles  would 
be  therefore  unnecessary,  and  in  so  far  as  it  inflicted  special 
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damage  on  plaintifEB,  constitnted  a  cause  of  action  {Oreen  agt. 
Central  R.  R.  Co.,  65  //iw.,  165). 

It  is  charged,  also,  that  some  injnrioos  interference  by  the 
defendants  with  the  cellar  of  the  plaintifiEs  is  threatened,  and 
plaintifEs  aver  that  if  the  threatened  erection  of  snch  poles  be 
accomplished,  they  will  suffer  irreparable  injury  thereby. 

The  defendants  deny  any  intention  to  erect  poles  in  front 
of  plaintiffs'  premises,  or  in  any  way  to  molest  plaintiffs'  prop- 
erty or  rights ;  and  they  aver  that  plaintiffs'  apprehensions 
are  wholly  groundless. 

There  may  be  other  questions  of  law  and  fact  which  have 
been  raised  on  the  papers,  but  which  do  not  seem  to  be 
material  or  necessary  to  be  considered  on  this  motion,  and 
which  can  be  best  examined  upon  the  trial  of  the  action. 

On  the  case  as  present^  to  me,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
there  is  a  preponderance  of  evidence  in  favor  of  the  plaintifb, 
and  that  the  injunction  already  granted  should  be  continued 
^^ pendente  lUeP 

I  have  the  less  hesitation  in  arriving  at  this  conclusion, 
because  it  could  only  prevent  or  impede  the  carrying  out  of  a 
project  which  the  defendants  aver  that  they  do  not  entertain. 

The  motion  for  the  continuance  of  the  injunction,  ^^j>endefUe 
Ute^^  is  granted,  without  costs. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Maby  Bbadlet,  administratrix,  agt.  Nbstob  db  Gk)ioonBiA. 

LandJUnrd  and  tenant — OonstnieiiDs  emeUon — FhcU  wJUeh  eatablish  »uch 
eviction  and  relieve  tenant  from  paying  rent. 

In  a  suit  for  rent  claimed  to  be  due  from  a  tenant  of  a  suite  of  rooms  in 
an  apartment  liouse,  it  appeared  that  defendant's  wife  and  servants 
were  taken  sick  by  inhaling  a  malarial  or  poisonous  gas  in  the  apart- 
ments occupied  by  them;  that  this  unhealthy  condition  of  the  apartment 
was  owing  to  the  defective  condition  of  the  general  plumbing  work  of 
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the  house,  of  which  the  landlord  was  notified  by  orders  he  received 
from  the  board  of  health,  requiring  him  to  have  changes  made  in  the 
plumbing  work,  and  which  unhealthy  condition  could  have  been 
removed  if  he  had  complied  with  those  orders;  that  the  defendant 
waited  for  two  weeks,  and,  finding  that  nothing  was  done  on  the  part 
of  the  landlord,  left,  under  the  apprehension  that  he  was  imperiling 
the  health  of  himself  ahd  family  by  remaining. 
Sdd,  that  this  state  of  facts  established  a  constructive  eviction,  and  pre- 
vention of  the  free  enjoyment  of  the  apartments,  so  as  to  relieve  the 
defendant  from  paying  rent  for  them. 

General  Terrjiy  May^  1884. 
Thomas  C.  MtneveVy  for  appellant. 

Condert  BrotherSy  for  respondents. 

Daly,  61  J, —  This  was  an  apartment  honse  known  as  the 
Oakland  Flats,  the  general  duty  of  keeping  which  in  repair 
was  upon  the  landlord,  and  not  npon  the  tenants  of  the 
separate  apartments,  each  tenant  being  answerable  only,  under 
the  coreuant  in  his  lease,  for  such  repairs  as  were  necessary  in 
his  separate  apartments  or  suite  of  rooms  occupied  by  him. 
It  was  the  duty  of  the  landlord  to  keep  the  general  plumbing 
work  of  the  honse  in  repair ;  and  the  defendant,  as  the  occu- 
pant of  a  separate  suite  of  apartments,  was  bound  only  to 
make  such  repairs  in  the  plumbing  therein  as  required  no 
change  in  or  was  independent  of  the  general  plumbing  work 
of  the  house. 

It  was  proved  by  the  defendant's  witnesses  that  the 
defendant's  wife  and  servants  were  taken  sick  by  inhaling  a 
deleterious  gas,  which  permeated  the  defendant's  apartments, 
and  which  did  so,  not  from  auy  neglect  by  him  to  make  such 
repairs  as  were  incumbent  upon  him,  but  from  the  defective 
condition  of  the  general  plumbing  work  of  the  house.  The  phy- 
sician attributed  the  illness  of  defendant's  wife  as  well  as  of  two 
of  his  servants  to  what  he  described  as  "  bad  hygienic  surround- 
ings and  bad  drainage."  He  said  that  the  situation  of  the  apart- 
ments was  good,  and  that  there  was  sufficient  cold  fresh  air  in 
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the  water  closet,  but  it  was,  lie  said,  the  bad  hygienic  snr- 
roundings,  by  which,  he  said,  he  meant  that  the  sewer  gas 
was  not  properly  carried  off,  and  came  back  into  the  house. 
He  testified  that  when  he  examined  the  trap  in  the  house, 
during  his  second  visit  in  May,  he  smelt  a  very  bad  odor, 
as  if  the  sewerage  was  not  carried  off.  Ho  came  to 
this  conclusion,  he  said,  after  he  had  investigated  all  the 
causes  that  might  produce  malarial  fever  and  sore  throat  of 
the  defendant's  wife,  and  the  malignant  sore  throat  of  one  of 
the  servants.  Having  come  to  this  conclusion,  the  physician 
sent  a  note  to  the  board  of  health,  in  consequence  of  which 
a  physician,  Dr.  Nevlis,  was  sent  by  the  board  to  examine  the 
house,  who  found,  as  he  said,  that  there  was  no  inlet  air  pipe, 
and  no  main  house  traps  or  sewer  fixtures,  and  no  proper  ven- 
tilation to  prevent  siphonage  and  suction  from  the  traps; 
siphonage  being  described  by  the  witness  as  '^  the  exhaustion 
or  suction  of  water  from  a  trap,  leaving  it  unsealed  by  the 
water,  and  permitting  the  sewer  gas  to  pass  into  the  rooms 
the  same  as  if  the  trap  were  lying  open."  The  tendency,  he 
said,  from  the  want  of  what  he  called  ^^  back  airing  in  the 
general  arrangement  of  the  plumbing  of  the  house  "  would  be 
for  the  gas  to  generate  in  the  sewer  and  pass  in  the  pipes 
through  the  building,  and,  in  case  any  defect  existed,  into  the 
rooms,  and  he  considered  the  manner  of  the  construction  of 
the  pipes  dangerous,  sb  it  might  tend  to  produce  siphonage. 

An  order  was  made  by  the  board  of  health  requiring  the 
landlord  to  have  certain  changes  made  in  the  general  plumb- 
ing work  of  the  house,  among  which  he  was  directed  to  ven- 
tilate and  complete  the  trap  of  the  basins  in  the  apartments 
occupied  by  the  defendant,  which  were  required  to  be  venti- 
lated above  the  house  by  a  two-inch  pipe  extending  two  feet 
above  the  roof.  This  order  was  made  about  the  middle  of 
May,  but  nothing  was  done  by  the  landlord,  and  on  the  last 
of  May,  two  weeks  after  the  order  was  given,  the  defendant 
removed  from  the  apartments. 

On  the  twenty-second  of  June,  more  than  a  month  after  the 
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order  was  given,  the  board  of  health  sent  an  inspector  to  the 
flats  to  see  if  the  order  had  been  obeyed,  who  reported  that 
none  of  the  details  or  requirements  had  been  complied  with, 
and  it  was  not  until  some  time  in  July,  after  a  second  inspec- 
tion, that  a  report  was  made  that  the  order  of  the  board  of 
health  had  been  complied  with. 

The  plaintiff  called  as  witnesses  an  architect,  a  plumber,  a 
physician  and  the  janitor  of  the  building,  who  controverted 
the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  of  the  defendant  in  many  sub- 
stantial particulars ;  but  we  must  assume,  upon  all  questions 
of  fact  upon  which  there  was  any  conflict,  that  the  jury  from 
their  verdict  believed  the  witnesses  of  the  defendant.  We 
must  assume,  therefore,  upon  the  testimony  of  the  defendant's 
witnesses,  that  the  illness  of  the  defendant's  wife  and  servants 
was  due  to  a  malarial  or  poisonous  gas  in  the  apartments 
occupied  by  them ;  and  that  this  unhealthy  condition  of  the 
apartments  was  owing  to  the  defective  condition  of  the  gen- 
eral plumbing  work  of  the  house,  of  which  the  landlord  was 
fully  notified  by  the  orders  he  received  from  the  board  of 
health,  and  which  could  have  been  removed  if  he  had  com- 
plied with  those  orders,  as  he  was  bound  to  do.  That  the 
defendant  waited  for  two  weeks,  and  finding  that  nothing  was 
done  on  the  part  of  the  landlord,  that  he  left  under  the  justi- 
fiable apprehension  that  he  was  imperiling  the  health  and 
possibly  the  life  of  himself  and  his  family  by  remaining. 

This  state  of  facts  established  a  constructive  eviction.  If 
a  tenant  is  deprived,  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  landlord,  of 
the  beneficial  use  of  the  premiees,  and  is  compelled  thereby 
to  quit  and  abandon  them,  it  amounts  to  what  has  been  called 
a  constructive  eviction,  and  the  tenant  is  thereafter  relieved 
from  the  payment  of  rent  {Dyett  agt.  Pendleton^  4  6W., 
601 ;  8  id.,  727;  Edgerion  agt.  Paige,  1  HUt,  820;  Id.,  20 
N.  Y.,  221;  Cohen  agt.  Diipont,  1  Sand.,  260;  Ualligan 
agt.  Wade,  21  III.,  470;  Preston  agt.  Jones,  2  Tred.  Eq., 
350;  6  Bac.  Abr.  Rent,  L.,  44;  Taylor^s  Landlord  and 
Tenant,  878). 
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The  unhealthy  and  perilous  condition  of  the  apartmentfl 
occupied  by  the  defendant,  and  the  landlord's  neglect  for  two 
weeks  to  do  what  the  board  of  health  required  him  to  do, 
was,  in  my  opinion,  as  good  a  ground  for  the  defendant's 
quitting  the  apartments,  after  he  had  waited  for  a  fortnight 
for  the  landlord  to  comply  with  the  order  of  the  board  of 
health,  as  the  landlord  bringing  lewd  women  upon  the  prem- 
ises, as  in  Dyett  agt.  Pendleto7i  {jsupra\  or  the  landlord  or  his 
family  constantly  muffling  the  defendant's  door  bell  so  as  to 
prevent  his  knowing  when  visitors  called  upon  him,  as  in 
Cohen  agt.  Dupont  {supra). 

The  first  case  was  an  act  of  immorality  on  the  part  of  the 
landlord,  the  second  an  unjustifiable  annoyance  of  the  defend- 
ant in  his  business  as  a  dentist,  and  the  wrongful  act  of  the 
landlord  in  the  present  case  was  compelling  the  tenant  to 
occupy  the  premises  at  the  peril  of  his  health,  and  possibly 
of  his  life,  by  neglecting  to  do  what  the  landlord  was  ordered 
to  do  by  the  public  authorities,  and  which  it  was  incumbent 
upon  him  to  set  out  about  doing  at  once  if  he  expected  his 
tenant  to  remain  in  the  premises.  Having  remained  there  a 
fortnight  afterwards  and  nothing  being  done  the  defendant, 
in  my  opinion,  was  justified  in  quitting  and  abandoning  the 
apartments ;  and  being  abandoned  under  such  a  state  of  facts 
it  amounts  in  law  to  a  constructive  eviction  as  fully,  in  my 
judgment,  as  did  the  facts  in  the  cases  above  cited. 

The  question  in  the  case  was  fairly  put  to  the  jury  by  the 
judge.  He  said  that  if  the  illness  of  the  defendant's  wife  was 
caused  by  the  unhealthy  sanitary  condition  of  the  house,  which 
was  not  a  new  escape  of  sewer  gas,  but  the  result  of  a  defect 
in  the  construction  which  rendered  the  escape  of  gas  in  the 
closet  a  permanent  thing,  so  that  the  apartments  became  unfit 
for  occupancy  and  dangerous  to  life,  that  the  defendant  had  a 
right  to  remove  from  the  apartments,  and  was  thereafter  dis- 
charged from  the  payment  of  rent ;  that  the  question,  there- 
fore, upon  the  evidence  was  whether  there  had  been  such  a 
constructive  eviction  and  prevention  of  the  free  enjoyment  of 
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the  apartments  as  to  relieye  the  defendant  from  paying  rent 
for  them. 

The  jiirj  fotmd  that  there  was,  and  I  think  that  the  judg- 
ment entered  upon  the  verdict  should  be  affirmed. 

Lasbemobe,  J.  —  Legislative  enactments  have  repeatedly 
narrowed  and  controlled  the  conventional  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant  as  established  by  the  common  law.  Prominent  as 
a  subject  of  recent  consideration  is  that  of  ^^  hygiene,"  which 
seems  to  imply  that  all  premises  that  are  demised  should  be 
in  a  healthful  condition.  A  board  of  health  in  this  city  super- 
vises and  directs  action  in  this  respect,  and  courts  of  justice 
cannot  ignore  its  action.  Whatever,  under  its  direction,  con- 
duces to  public  health  and  safety  must  be  regarded  as  a 
necessary  police  regulation  and  enforced  accordingly. 

In  this  case  the  verdict  of  a  jury  has  established  the  fact  of 
a  constructive  eviction  of  the  premises  in  dispute,  and,  not- 
withstanding the  doubt  of  the  learned  appellate  court  of  the 
first  instance  as  to  the  rule  of  law,  I  incline  to  the  belief  that 
cases  of  this  character  must  hereafter  be  decided  upon  the 
distinctive  facts  as  presented  by  the  whole  evidence  in  each 
particular  case. 

I  find  no  reason  to  disturb  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  and 
think  the  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with 
costs. 

BsAOH,  J.  {disserUing) — There  seems  to  be  no  support  for 
this  judgment  in  legal  principle.  The  defendant  has  occupied 
the  premises  and  taken  a  new  lease.  He  moved  out  before  the 
expiration  of  the  term,  and  defends  this  action  for  rent,  because 
the  premises  were  rendered  untenantable  from  sewer  gas. 

There  was  no  implied  warranty  by  the  landlord  that  these 
premises  were  tenantable.  The  principle  has  been  so  often  adju- 
dicated as  to  render  useless  any  citations  of  authority.  The 
record  contains  no  evidence  of  any  fraud  by  the  landlord  by 
way  of  inducing  the  leasing,  and  the  case  is  conceded  not  to 
be  within  any  provision  of  the  act  of  1S60,  Neither  is  the 
Vol.  LXVII        11 
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landlord  «hown  to  have  created  any  nuisance  adjacent  to  the 
demised  premises,  or  done  any  act  preventing  the  tenant  from 
an  enjoyment  of  possession  {Dyett  agt.  Pendleton^  8  Cow.^ 
728 ;  EdgerUm  agt,  Paige,  1  HiU,,  820 ;  Id.y  20  N.  T.,  281 ; 
Cleoes  agt.  WUlaugUyy,  7  HiU,  83). 

The  presence  of  sewer  gas  in  the  demised  premises  does 
not  of  itself  constitute  an  eviction,  and  it  is  no  defense  to  an 
action  to  enforce  payment  of  rent.  The  landlord  is  not,  from 
its  prevalence,  connected  with  or  responsible  for  its  entry  or 
continuance. 

The  reasoning  of  the  learned  justice  in  Sutphen  agt  See- 
hrass  {May  general  termy  1883)  is  applicable  to  this  case.  In 
i^n^^  agt.  Newmans  {^^  Week.  Dig.,  252),  the  decision  seems 
to  have  been  founded  on  the  act  of  1860.  J  ustice  Bbadt  says : 
^  It  is  not  necessary,  therefore,  to  sustain  the  judgment  in  this 
case,  io  resort  to  any  other  act  than  that  after  tenancy  com- 
memsed  there  was  such  a  change,  according  to  the  testimony 
on  the  part  of  the  plainti&,  in  the  condition  of  the  cellar  that 
the  house  became  untenantable,  and  for  this  reason,  as  already 
suggested,  the  statute  of  1860  applied,  and  the  tenant  had  a 
right  to  abandon  the  premises." 

Since  the  decision  of  this  appeal  by  the  general  term  of  the 
city  court,  the  subject  has  again  ^been  before  that  tribunal. 
The  learned  opinion  of  justice  Hawes,  in  Chadvnckv^.  Wood- 
ward, present  an  extended  review  of  the  authorities  and 
renders  further  elaboration  needless.  The  conclusion  reached 
by  the  learned  justice  is  unassailable,  in  my  opinion,  and 
accords  with  the  law  I  have  briefly  stated. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
wi£h  costs  to  the  appellant  to  abide  the  event. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Wbight  Robiks  agt.  John  MgClubb,  in  person  and  as  execu- 
tor of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Cabolinf.  McClube, 
deceased. 

WiU — DMibution  —  HuAaihd  and  wife — Admirmtration  by  husband  — 

Lapsed  leg<ieif. 

The  testatrix,  who  left  no  descendants,  by  her  will  gave  her  husband 
certain  property  and  one-half  of  the  remainder  of  her  estate,  giving  the 
other  half  to  a  brother  and  sister  in  equal  shares: 

Meld^  that  the  share  of  the  brother,  who  died  before  the  testatrix,  belongs 
to  the  husband  and  not  to  the  brother's  heirs-at-laWr 

Special  Term^  Februa/ry^  1884. 

Edward  JameSy  ior  plaintiJS. 

4/1  N.  Peckettj  for  defendant. 

Lawbkncb,  e/.  —  Caroline  McClure  died' in  tiie  month  of 
Kovember,  1882,  having  made  her  lafit  will  and  testament^ 
which  was  thereafter  proved  in  the  surrogate's  court  of  this 
county  as  a  will  of  real  and  personal  estate,  and  letters  tes- 
tamentary thereon  were  issued  by  the  surrogate  to  John 
McClure,  her  husband,  one  of  the  executors  named  in  said 
will,  who  duly  qualified  and  entered  upon  his  daties  as  such 
executor.  The  testatrix  left  no  descendant  or  ancestor  sur- 
viving. She  left  but  one  piece  of  real  estate,  being  the  house 
known  as  No.  360  West  Thirty-third  street,  in  this  city, 
which  she  devised  to  her*  husbaad.  By  her  will  the  testatrix 
gave  to  her  husbaad  all  the  hpusehold  furniture  and  effects 
contained  in  said  house,  and  also  devised  and  bequeathed  to 
him  the  one-half  part  of  all  the  remainder  of  her  estate,  both 
real  and  personal,  absolutely.  The  controversy  involved  in 
this  suit  arises  under  the  fifth  clause  of  the  will  of  said 
Caroline  McClure,  which  is  as  follows:  "I  give,  devise  and 
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bequeath  the  remainder  of  my  estate,  both  real  and  personal, 
to  my  brother  Wright  Robins,  and  to  my  sister  Mrs.  Elizabeth 
Carter,  to  be  equally  divided  between  them,  and  to  have  and 
to  hold  unto  them,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  forever." 

Elizabeth  Garter  survived  her  sister,  but  the  brother  Wright 
Bobins,  named  in  said  will,  died  before  her.  The  plaintiff  in 
this  action  is  a  nephew  of  the  testatrix.  She  also  left  certain 
nephews  and  one  grandniece,  the  heirs-at-law  of  her  five 
brothers,  Isaac  Bobins,  Amos  Bobins,  Nathan  Bobins,  Wright 
Bobins  and  George  W.  Bobins.  It  is  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint that  John  S.  McClure,  the  husband  of  the  said  testatrix, 
has  taken  possession  of  all  the  estate  of  said  testatrix,  both 
real  and  personal,  and  claims  to  hold  the  same  in  his  own 
right  adversely  to  the  said  heirs-at-law  and  next  of  kin, 
not  only  those  parts  of  said  estate  which  are  devised  and 
bequeathed  to  him  by  said  will,  but  also  all  that  portion  of  the 
remainder  of  said  estate  which  was  devised  and  bequeathed 
by  said  will  to  Wright  Bobins,  the  deceased  brother  of  said 
testatrix. 

The  plaintiff  claims  that  by  reason  of  the  death  of  said 
Wright  Bobins  in  the  lifetime  of  said  testatrix,  the  provisions 
.made  in  said  will  in  his  favor  lapsed,  and  that  upon  the  death 
'of  said  testatrix  her  heirs-at-law  became  and  are  seized  of  the 
real  estate  devised  to  said  Wright  Bobins  as  tenants  in 
common- in  fee  simple,  and  that  her  next  of  kin  —  to  wit,  the 
parties  hereinbefore  mentioned  —  became  and  are  entitled  to 
the  personal  estate  bequeathed  to  said  Wright  Bobins,  and  are 
entitled  to  a  distribution  of  the  same  among  them,  under  the 
statute  of  distributions,  and  that  the  defendant  holds  the 
same  in  trust  for  them  as  such  executor  as  aforesaid.  It  is 
also  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  brings  this  action,  not  only  in 
his  own  behalf,  but  for  the  benefit  of  all  such  heirs-at-law  and 
next  of  kin  who  may  3ome  in  and  contribute  to  the  expenses 
thereof. 

The  defendant  in  his.  answer  admits  that  he  has  taken  pos- 
session of  all  the  estate  of  said  testatrix,  both  real  and 
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personal,  but  denies  that  he  claims  to  hold  the  same  in  his 
own  right,  and  denies  that  he  holds  adversely  to  the  said 
heirs-at-law  and  next  of  kin,  not  only  those  parts  of  said 
estate  which  are  devised  and  bequeathed  to  him  by  said  will, 
bnt  also  of  that  portion  of  the  remainder  of  said  estate  which 
was  devised  and  bequeathed  to  "Wright  Robins,  the  deceased 
brother  of  said  testatrix,  but  alleges  that  he  holds  said  estate  as 
executor,  under  said  will,  to  carry  into  eflfect  the  provisions  of 
said  will,  and  as  legatee  and  heir-at-law  of  his  wife,  the  said 
testatrix.  He  also  alleges  that  under  the  provisions  of  the 
will,  he  is  the  owner  absolutely  in  fee  simple  of  the  house  and 
lot  No.  360  West  Thirty-third  street,  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  and  that  as  the  testatrix  left  no  descendants,  the  por- 
tion or  share  devised  to  the  said  Wright  Kobins,  deceased, 
became,  belongs  absolutely  to,  and  is  the  property  of  this 
defendant,  as  the  husband  of  said  testatrix. 

On  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  provision  of  the  will 
devising  the  dwelling-house  was  interlined  before  its  execu- 
tion at  the  request  and  by  the  direction  of  the  testatrix,  and 
as  that  was  the  only  real  estate  belonging  to  the  testatrix  no 
question  arises  as  to  said  real  estate.  The  plaintiff  contends 
that  the  portion  of  the  estate  of  Caroline  McClure  which  was 
bequeathed  to  Wright  Eobbins  having  lapsed,  the  husband 
cannot  avail  himself  of  the  provisions  of  the  will  which  are 
in  his  favor  and  yet  claim  to  be  entitled,  as  the  husband,  to 
that  portion  of  the  estate  which  would  have  gone  to  Wright 
Bobins  in  case  he  had  survived  his  sister,  and  that,  therefore, 
her  heirs-at-law  or  next  of  kin  are  entitled  to  the  same. 

It  was  held  by  the  court  of  appeals,  in  the  case  of  Barnes 
agt.  Underwood  (47  N.Y.^  351),  that  the  common-law  right 
of  a  husband  to  administration,  and,  through  administration, 
to  acquire  title  to  the  personal  property  of  his  deceased  wife 
not  reduced  to  possession  during  coverture,  subject  only  to  the 
payment  of  her  debts,  was  preserved  by  the  Revised  Statutes, 
and  have  not  been  affected  by  the  statutes  of  1848  and  1849, 
in  relation  to  married  women.    That  those  statutes  give  the 
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wife  control  of  her  separate  estate,  with  power  of  testa- 
mentary disposition  during  her  life,  but  that  if  she  dies 
intestate,  the  rights  of  her  husband  as  her  successor  are  not 
affected,  and  that  he  is  not  prevented  from  the  administration 
and  consequent  enjoyment  of  the  property.  It  was  also 
held  that  the  amendment  to  the  seventy-ninth  section  of  the 
statute  of  distributions  in  1867  did  not  affect  the  right  of  the 
husband  to  administration  and  enjoyment  of  the  deceased 
wife's  personal  estate,  except  in  the  case  therein  specified,  to 
wit,  of  her  dying  leaving  descendants.  In  this  case  the  wife, 
as  we  have  seen,  left  no  descendants,  the  parties  claimed  to  be 
her  heirs-at-law  and  next  of  kin  being  her  sister,  Elizabeth 
Carter,  named  in  said  will,  and  the  descendants  of  her 
deceased  brothers. 

The  precise  question  presented  in  this  case  did  not  arise  in  the 
case  of  Barnes  agt.  Underwood^  because  there  the  wife  died 
intestate  and  her  husband  was  appointed  as  her  administrator ; 
but  the  reasoning  of  the  court  in  that  case  goes  far  to  sustain 
the  position  taken  by  the  defendant  in  this  case.  But  in  Fry 
agt.  Smith  (10  AVb.  JV.  (7.,  224)  Mr.  justice  Van  Vobst  had 
under  consideration  a  case  which  was  exactly  similar  to  the 
case  at  bar.  In  that  case  Mrs.  Godon,  after  making  some 
inconsiderable  bequests  by  her  will,  directed  that  "all  the 
remainder  of  my  estate,  real  and  personal,  I  give,  devise  and 
bequeath  to  my  husband,  Sylvanus  Wilh'ara  Godon,  and  at 
his  death  to  go  to  my  son,  Frederick  William  Godon  and  to 
his  natural  heirs."  She  died  possessed  of  personal  property, 
and  before  her  death  her  son  Frederick  "William  died,  without 
issue  and  unmarried.  The  testatrix  left  her  surviving  her  hus- 
band and  no  issue,  and  the  learned  justice  held  that  the  com- 
mon law  right  of  the  husband  to  take  the  entire  personal 
estate  of  the  wife  dying  intestate  and  without  descendants, 
extended  to  the  partial  intestacy  created  by  the  lapse  of  the 
legacy  to  the  son,  although  the  husband  had  taken  letters  tes- 
tamentary under  the  will,  but  had  never  taken  out  letters  of 
administration  upon  the  wife's  estate. 
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I  cannot  add  anything  to  the  elaborate  opinion  of  the 
learned  justice,  and  concurring  as  I  do  in  the  views  which  he 
therein  expressed,  I  shall  hold  that  the  husband  in  this  case 
is  entitled  to  that  portion  of  his  wife's  estate  bequeathed  by 
her  will  to  her  brother  Wright  Bobins,  such  bequest  having 
lapsed  by  his  death  before  the  death  of  the  testatrix. 

On  the  argument  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
refeiTcd  me  to  the  case  of  Kearney  agt.  Missionary  Society 
of  St.  Paul,  the  ApoaUe  (Reported  in  10  Abh.  N.  CI,  ai  page 
274),  which  was  also  decided  by  Mr.  justice  Van  Voest,  and 
claimed  that  the  decision  in  the  latter  case  was  antagonistic  to 
the  decision  in  Fry  agt.  Smith.  The  learned  justice  refers  to 
that  case  in  his  opinion  in  the  case  of  Fry  agt.  Smith,  and  states 
as  follows :  ^^  That  case  differs  essentially  from  the  present 
one  in  its  facts.  I  do  not  think  that  it  upholds  the  plaintiff's 
propositions,  but  if  it  announces  doctrines  in  opposition  to  the 
conclusions  reached  in  this  ease,  to  that  extent  it  cannot  be 
followed."  This  is  a  clear  indication  that  the  learned  justice 
did  not  consider  the  case  of  Kearney  agt.  Missionary  Society 
as  conflicting  with  his  decision  in  the  case  of  Fry  agt.  Smith. 
In  this  view  I  also  concur,  but  if  there  were  any  doubt  upon 
this  point,  deeming  as  I  do  ths^t  the  decision  in  F'H/  ^*  Smith 
is  a  correct  exposition  of  the  law  upon  this  subject,  I  should 
feel  bound  to  follow  the  latter  case. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  defendant 
is  entitled  to  judgment  declaring  that  the  title  and  ownership 
of  the  property  bequeathed  to  Wright  Robins,  deceased,  by 
the  will  of  Caroline  McOlure,  belongs  to  the  defendant  as  the 
husband  of  said  testatrix;  that  the  house  and  lot  Ko.  360 
West  Thirty-third  street  belongs  absolutely  in  fee  simple  to 
the  defendant ;  and  that  after  paying  the  other  legacies  named 
in  the  will,  all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  the  testar 
trix's  estate  belongs  to  the  defendant. 
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SUPEEME  COUKT. 
Joseph  Habt  agt.  Gbob^b  Alfred  Townsend. 

Ubd — IfaUer  which  is  dtfamaAory — BkAdeiMt  —  Newspapers — JusHficaUon 
that  the  words  are  true —  Qual}fledly  privileged  eases  —  Oorrespendent  qf 
netoepaper  —  JProof  of  mdUce  required — Damages  —  Question  for  jury. 

In  an  action  of  libel  brought  by  plaintiff,  the  publisher  of  a  newspaper  in 
the  city  of  New  York  called  "Truth,"  against  defendant,  who  was  a 
regular  correspondent  of  the  '*Cincianati  Enquirer."  The  complaint 
was  that  he,  defendant,  wrote  and  published  concerning  him  and  the 
newspaper  the  following  matter:  "The  newspaper  '  Truth '  is  alleged 
to  have  been  started  for  the  purposes  of  plunder: " 

BM^  first,  that  th4  matter  is  in  itself  defamatory,  and  unless  its  publica- 
tion was  Justified  it  is  actionable. 

Second,  The  motive  which  inspired  the  foundation  of  a  newspaper  can  be 
well  shown  by  its  own  columns  as  they  speak  from  day  to  day. 

Ihiird,  The  official  conduct  of  men  in  public  life,  and  the  fitness  and 
claims  of  candidates  for  official  station,  are  fair  subjects  for  review 
and  criticism  in  the  public  prints,  and  such  honest  criticism,  although 
it  be  unfriendly  and  severe,  can  give  no  occasion  for  the  suggestion  that 
it  proceeds  from  unworthy  or  indirect  motives.  An  independent  press 
may  feel  contra! ned  under  a  sense  of  duty  to  discuss  such  mattbrs  at 
times  with  honest  plainness,  but  assaults  upon  private  persons  and 
character  are  not  shielded  by  the  rule  which  allows  publishers  of  news- 
papers to  review,  criticise  and  energetically  oppose  the  public  action  of 
men  in  official  station,  or  those  who  are  seeking  it. 

Fourth,  If  the  words  published  by  the  defendant  are  true  under  the  evi- 
dence then  the  defendant's  justification  is  established,  otherwise  not. 

Fifth,  If  the  work  of  this  defendant  in  preparing  and  publishing  this 
communication,  including  the  matter  complained  of,  was  in  good  faith 
done,  and  in  the  honest  belief  that  it  was  true  in  statement  and  com- 
ment, and  without  any  indirect  motive  to  injure  the  plaintiff  or  the 
newspaper  in  question,  or  ill-will  toward  him  or  it  (and  of  this  the 
jury  are  the  judges),  then  it  falls  within  the  class  of  cases  qualifiedly 
privileged  and  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  immunity  from  liability 
which  such  privilege  confers,  although  the  matter  complained  of  be 
not  true. 

But  this  privilege  accorded  to  journalists  and  regular  correspondents  of 
the  press  in  writing,  and  commenting  upon  current  public  affairs  and 
matters  is  not  to  be  abused  by  using  it  intemperately  or  recklessly  as 
an  instrument  to  injure  individuals  or  substantial  interests,  through 
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atatemeats  or  inferences  maliciously  made,  justified  neither  by  the  facts 
nor  the  occasion. 

£very  defamatory  article  in  itself  contains  evidence  of  malice.  Such 
malice  the  law  implies,  and  that  without  any  extrinsic  proof;  but  where 
ihe  conclusion  is  reached  that  the  communication  was  qualifiedly  privi- 
leged on  account  of  the  subject,  the  occasion  and  the  duty,  then  proof 
of  actual  malice  is  required  in  order  to  justify  a  verdict. 

The  amount  of  damages  in  actions  of  this  character  is  within  the  control 
of  the  jury  under  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  as  detailed  by  the 
evidence.  But  when  the  action  is  not  by  the  proprietors  of  a  news- 
paper itself  for  injury  to  it,  but  by  a  plaintiff  who  claims  to  have  been 
the  starter,  or  one  of  the  starters,  of  the  paper,  and  one  of  the  owners 
and  publishers  thereof,  and  that  he  has  sustained  damages  by  the  publi- 
cation of  the  article  complained  of,  the  damages  sustained  by  the  paper 
itself  as  such  cannot  be  recovered  by  him,  but  only  such  as  he  has  per- 
sonadly  sustained  by  reason  of  his  connection  with  the  paper  in  the 
relations  above  mentioned. 

N.  Y.  Circuity  February y  1834. 

This  was  an  action  of  libel  tried  before  judge  Van  Voest 
and  a  jury,  at  a  circuit  held  in  New  York,  February,  1884. 

The  plaintiff,  the  publisher  of  a  newspaper  in  the  city  of 
New  York  called  "  Truth,"  sued  the  defendant  for  an  article 
written  by  him  and  published  in  the  "  Cincinnati  Enquirer," 
whicii  plaintifiE  claimed  to  be  libelous.  The  defendant  was  a 
regular  correspondent  of  the  "  Cincinnati  Enquirer."  The 
matter  claimed  to  be  libelous  appears  in  the  charge  of  the 
court.  The  plaintiff  claimed  $20,000  damages.  The  judge^s 
charge  is  given  below. 

Richard  S,  Newoombe^  for  plaintiff. 

John  D.  Tovmsendj  for  defendant. 

Van  VoEST, «/. —  The  plaintiff  claims  to  have  been  one  of 
the  starters  and  the  publisher  of  the  newspaper  called  "  Truth." 
His  true  Elation  to  the  paper  appears  by  the  evidence.  His 
complaint  against  the  defendant  is  that  the  defendant  wrote  and 
published  concerning  him  and  the  newspaper  "  Truth  "  the  f ol- 
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lowing  matter :  "  The  uewspaper  ^  Truth '  is  alleged  to  liave 
been  started  for  the  purposes  of  plunder."  There  is  no  occa- 
sion for  me  to  explain  these  words.  Their  meaning  is  obvious- 
They  speak  for  themselves.  By  this  publication  the  plaintifiE 
claims  to  have  been  damaged,  and  he  seeks  redress  in  this  action. 
It  is  for  you  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover,  and  if  so,  the  amount  of  his  damage.  The  matter 
of  which  complaint  is  made  is,  in  itself,  defamatory,  and, 
unless  its  publication  was  justified,  actionable.  The  defendant 
admits  that  he  published  these  words,  and  by  his  answer  to 
the  complaint,  says  that  they  were  and  are  true,  according  to 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  thereof.  The  question  which 
you  are  called  upon  to  consider  and  decide  under  this  defense 
is :  were  these  words  true  ?  Was  this  newspaper,  under  the 
evidence  detailed  before  you,  started  for  the  purpose  of 
plunder  ?  Evidence  has  been  adduced  before  you  as  to  the 
origin  of  this  paper ;  by  whom,  and  under  what  circumstances, 
means  and  auspices  the  enterprise  was  launched,  and  how  it 
was  afterwards  conducted.  Do  they  establisli  that  the  paper 
was  started  for  the  purposes  indicated  in  the  defendant's 
article?  Was  it  to  be  used  as  an  instrument  of  plunder? 
If  it  was,  your  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant.  Whether 
a  newspaper  was  originally  started  for  the  purpose  of 
plunder,  may  be  shown  by  its  columns  and  its  con- 
duct.  The  principle  upon  which  a  man's  life  rests, 
and  by  which  he  is  controlled,  is  shown  by  his  general 
behavior.  We  have  no  other  means  of  judging  a  man's  motive 
than  as  it  is  expressed  in  his  speech  and  action;  and  the 
motive  which  inspired  the  foundation  of  a  newspaper,  can  be 
well  shown  by  its  own  columns,  as  they  speak  from  day  to 
day.  Much  matter  has  been  read  to  you  from  the  newspaper 
in  question.  I  do  not  propose  to  allude  to  these  articles  in 
detail.  You  will  recall  them  at  once.  They  relate  to  indi- 
viduals, to  men  in  public  station  as  also  to  those  in  private 
life,  to  institutions  and  to  matters  of  both  public  and  private 
concern.    Evidence  has  been  given  of  personal  interviews  aiid 
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transactions  between  the  managers  and  agents  of  tills  news- 
paper and  individuals,  and  now  the  Question  is,  does  this  evi- 
dence establish  that  this  paper  was  started  for  the  purpose 
imputed  to  it  by  the  defendant  ?  The  official  conduct  of  men 
in  public  life,  and  the  fitness  and  claims  of  candidates  for 
official  station  are  fair  subjects  for  review  and  criticism  in  the 
public  prints,  and  such  honest  criticism,  although  it  be 
unfriendly  and  severe,  can  give  no  occasion  for  the  suggestion 
that  it  proceeds  from  unworthy  or  indirect  motives.  An 
independent  press  may  feel  constrained,  under  a  sense  of 
duty,  to  discuss  such  matters  at  times  with  honest  plainness, 
but  assaults  upon  private  persons  and  character  are  not  shielded 
by  the  rule  which  allows  publishers  of  newspapers  to  review, 
criticise  and  energetically  oppose  the  public  action  of  men  in 
official  station  or  those  who  are  seeking  it. 

You  are  carefully  to  consider  the  quality  of  these  articles 
which  have  been  read  in  your  hearing  from  the  newspaper 
"  Truth,"  and  you  are  to  determine  whether  they  establish  the 
defense  that  this  paper  was  started  for  the  purposes  of  plun- 
der. Ton  should  also  determine  whether  or  not  the  evidence 
of  the  dealings  and  transactions  of  the  persons  in  charge  of 
this  paper  with  individuals  or  organizations,  private  or  politi- 
cal, sliow  such  to  have  been  the  purposes  of  this  .paper.  Much 
attention  has  been  given  in  this  connection,  by  the  counsel^  to 
the  so-called  "  Morey  iMer^^  admitted  upon  this  trial  by  all 
to  have  been  a  forgery.  The  manner  in  which  this  letter  was 
received,  its  publication  by  the  newspaper  "Truth,"  the 
denial  of  its  genuineness  by  General  Oarfield,  and  the  after- 
conduct  of  the  proprietors  of  the  paper  upon  the  subjgrtf  are 
all  before  you.  I  shall  not  allude  to  the  various  fltSps  taken, 
nor  to  the  action  of  these  parties,  in  detail,  in  respect  to  this 
letter  and  its  treatment  by  the  newspaper  in  question.  The 
evidence  is  all  before  you.  Tou  will,  doubtless,  recall  and 
judge  it ;  will  determine  its  true  character  and  what  it  estab- 
lishes. You  will  decide  what  bearing  this  subject  has  upon 
the  issue  before  you.    Whether,  on  the  one  hand,  the  publi- 
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cation  of  this  letter,  nnder  the  circumstaiices,  as  genuine,  and 
the  subsequent  action  of  the  managers  of  the  newspaper,  in 
relation  thereto,  was  honestly  and  in  good  faith  made  and 
carried  on ;  or,  on  the  other  hand,  whether  thej  tend  to  estab- 
lish the  truthfulness  of  that  part  of  the  defendant's  communica- 
tion to  the  '^  Oincinnati  .Enquirer,"  of  which  complaint  is  here 
made.  Of  this  particular  subject,  as  well  as  the  others  aris- 
ing from  the  evidence,  which  involve  matters  of  fact,  you  are 
the  exclusive  judges,  and  it  is  for  yon  to  say  whether  this 
defense  has  been  proven. 

I  have  already  said  to  you,  and  I  now  repeat  it,  that  if  the 
words  published  by  the  defendant  are  true  under  the  evidence, 
then  the  defendant's  justification  is  established;  otherwise, 
not ;  and  you  may  consider  the  whole  article  of  the  12th  of 
November,  1880,  in  determining  both  the  mind  of  the  defend- 
ant in  writing  it,  and  the  defense  interposed  by  him,  which 
wc  have  just  been  considering.  But  in  the  event  that  you 
shall  find  that  these  words  were  not  true,  then  it  will  be  your 
duty  to  consider  another  defense  interposed  by  this  defendant, 
which  is  in  substance  that  the  communication  to  the  public, 
made  by  the  defendant,  of  which  the  matter  complained  of 
formed  a  part,  was  quaUfiedly  privileged.  That  is  substanti- 
ally  another  defense.  Under  this  head,  and  I  beg  to  call  your 
particular  attention  to  these  suggestions,  it  appears  that  the 
defendant  is  by  profession  an  author  and  a  writer  for  period- 
icals and  newspapers.  He  was  the  regular  correspondent  of 
a  newspaper  published  in  the  city  of  Cincinnati  called  the 
"Cincinnati  Enquirer,"  and  his  employment,  in  part,  was  to 
write  of  events  transpiring  in  New  York  city,  and  to  give 
information  concerning  them  through  its  columns  by  letter  or 
telegraph.  A  communication  made  by  the  defendant  to  the 
paper  on  the  12th  day  of  November,  1880,  in  the  way  of  his 
employment  and  duty,  contains  the  matter  of  which  complaint 
is  made  in  this  action.  The  Cincinnati  paper  published  it  on 
the  following  day,  the  thirteenth  of  November.  K  the  work 
of  thi9  defendant  in  preparing  and  publishing  this  communica- 
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tion,  incladiDg  the  matter  complained  of,  was  in  good  faith 
done,  and  in  the  honest  belief  that  it  was  trne  in  statement 
and  comment,  and#rithont  any  indirect  motive  to  injare  the 
plaintiff  or  the  newspaper  in  question,  or  ill-will  toward  him 
or  it,  and  of  this  you  are  the  judges,  then  it  falls  within  the 
class  of  cases  qnalifiedly  privileged,  and  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  the  immunity  from  liability  which  such  privilege 
confers,  although  the  matter  complained  of  be  not  true. 
The  conduct  of  newspapers  and  their  managers  in  their 
treatment  through  their  columns  of  men  and  things,  is  open 
to  criticism  and  review  by  other  journalists  and  their  regular 
correspondents.  Of  the  duty  of  the  press  to  expose  fraud 
and  crime  and  to  condemn  it,  there  can  be  no  question.  The 
communication  of  the  twelfth  of  Noveml>er,  written  by  the 
defendant,  is  largely  devoted  to  the  action  of  the  nevispaper 
"  Truth"  and  its  publishers,  concerning  the  publication  of  the 
so-called  "  Morey  letteTy "  and  the  proceedings  taken  to  detect 
and  to  punish  the  persons  engaged  in  that  forgery.  Now, 
that  was  a  matter  of  public  concern  and  entirely  proper  for 
statement  and  fair  and  reasonable  comment  and  inference  in 
the  public  press.  To  that  extent,  the  communication  of  the 
defendant,  a  public  writer,  was,  if  made  by  him,  believing  it 
to  be  true,  under  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  concerning 
it,  and  without  malice,  qualifiedly  privileged;  Bat  this  privi- 
lege accorded  to  journalists  and  regular  correspondents  of  the 
press,  in  writing  and  commenting  upon  current  public  affairs 
and  matters,  is  not  to  be  abused  by  using  it  intemperately  or 
recklessly  as  an  instrument  to  injure  individuals  or  substantial 
interests,  through  statements  or  inferences  maliciously  made, 
justified  neither  by  the  facts  nor  the  occasion.  The  question 
arises,  and  which  you  are  now  to  consider :  Did  the  defendant 
abuse  the  privilege  extended  to  him  as  a  correspondent  of  the 
Cincinnati  newspaper,  and  did  he  use  the  occasion  as  a  means 
of  gratifying  a  feeling  of  malice  towards  the  plaintiff  or  the 
newspaper  with  which  he  was  connected,  by  alleging  that  it 
was  started  for  the  purposes  of  fraud  ?    If  he  did,  then  the 
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qnalitj  of  privilege  iB  lost  and  he  is  liable  to  damages.  Every 
defamatory  article  in  itself  contains  evidence  of  malice.  Such 
malice  the  law  implies,  and  that  without  «ny  extrinsic  proof, 
but  when  the  conclosion  is  reached,  as  it  is  in  this  case,  that 
the  communication  of  the  defendant  was  qualifiedly  privi- 
leged on  account  of  the  subject,  the  occasion  and  the  duty, 
then  proof  of  actual  malice  is  required  in  order  to  justify  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  use  by  the  defendant  of  the 
words  complained  of.  Therefore,  gentlemen,  although  you 
should  find  that  the  words  of  which  complaint  is  made  are  not 
true,  still,  in  order  to  justify  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  you  are  to 
be  satisfied  from  the  evidence  that  the  imputation  contained  in 
the  defendant's  communication  concerning  the  newspaper 
'^ Truth"  was  not  a  reasonable  inference  from  the  facts 
appearing  in  evidence,  and  that  the  defendant  used  the 
occasion  and  wrote  the  words  complained  of  from  a  wrong 
motive  and  to  gratify  ill-feeling  toward  the  plaintiff  or  his 
newspaper;  and  this  state  of  mind  must  be  affirmatively 
proven  by  the  plaintiff,  or  he  cannot  recover. 

The  only  remaining  subject  is  one  of  damages,  but  that 
subject  need  only  be  considered  in  the  event  that  the  previous 
issues  are  decided  in  the  plaintiff's  favor.  The  amount  of 
damages  in  actions  of  this  character  is  within  the  control 
of  the  jury  under  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  in  evidence. 
But  this  is  not  an  action  by  the  proprietors  of  "  Truth  "  itself 
for  an  injury  to  it,  or  for  damages  it  has  sustained,  but  by  a 
plaintiff  who  claims  to  have  been  the  starter,  or  one  of  the 
starters,  of  the  paper,  and  one  of  the  owners  and  the  publisher 
thereof,  and  that  he  has  sustained  damages  by  the  publication 
of  the  article.  The  damages,  if  any,  sustained  by  the  paper 
itself  as  such  cannot  be  recovered  by  him,  but  only  such  as  he 
has  personally  sustained  by  reason  of  his  connection  with  the 
paper  in  the  relations  above  mentioned.  As  a  matter  of  course 
the  character  of  the  paper  itself  may  be  taken  into  considers^ 
tion  in  this  connection.  The  true  character  of  a  newspaper  is 
well  shown  by  the  matter  which  it  publishes  from  day  to  day. 
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That  discloses  its  real  worth  and  mission.  Your  attention  has 
been  called  to  such  matter,  and  from  it  jou  will  determine 
whether  the  character  of  the  newspaper  was  generally  good  or 
bad,  and  what  damages  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  through  his 
connection  with  it  bj  occasion  of  the  publication  of  the  matter 
bj  the  defendant,  of  wliich  complaint  is  made.  Of  this  you 
are  the  judges  under  the  evidence. 

The  jury  brought  in  a  verdict  for  fifty  dollars  damages. 


N.  Y.  SXJPERIOR  COURT. 

Thb  Nobthamptok  National  Bake  a^.  Amos  M.  £iddxb 

and  others. 

Stcien  negaUabU  bonds — PMsesshn  does  not  create  presumption  qf  ownership'^ 
Rule  as  to  presumption  reversed  in  such  eases — Burden  of  proof. 

Antecedent  consideration  is  not  sufficient  to  enable  the  holder  of  stolen 
negotiable  bonds  to  hold  them  against  the  loser  and  owner  before  the 
robbery. 

Possession  does  not  create  a  presumption  of  ownership  in  the  case  of 
negotiable  paper  shown  to  have  been  stolen.  The  robbery  reverses  the 
usual  rule  as  to  the  presumption.  The  holder  after  the  robbery  has  the 
burden  on  him  to  prove  value  paid  and  parted  with  contemporaneously, 
good  faith,  purchase  before  maturity,  &c.  ( Wjflie  agt.  Speyer,  62  Howard, 
110,  approved,) 

When  a  verdict  is  rendered  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  general 
term,  the  whole  case  is  before  the  general  term  oa  its  merits,  aAd  no  new 
trial  can  be  ordered. 

Oeneral  Terni^  Noidembery  1883« 

AonoN  in  trover  against  the  defendants,  brokers  and  mem- 
bers of  the  stocks  exchange,  for  the  value  of  certain  negotiable 
bonds  stolen  from  the  plaintiffs*  vaults  by  masked  burglars 
and  afterwards  bought  and  sold  by  the  defendants.  The 
bonds  contained  a  covenant  making  the  principal  due,  in  case 
of  default  in  the  interest  coupons,  or  of  default  in  the  stipu- 
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lated  payments  to  the  sinking  fund.  Such  defaults  had 
occurred  for  a  long  period.  A  foreclosure  suit  on  the  bonds 
had  been  brought  and  the  road  was  still  in  the  hands  of  a 
receiver.  Plaintiff  also  made  a  claim  by  reason  of  the 
defaulted  coupons  going  with  some  of  the  bonds  and  other 
alleged  circumstantial  notice.  At  the  close  of  the  evidence 
at  trial,  both  sides  withdrew  their  exceptions,  and  the  chief 
judge  directed  a  verdict  for  plaintiff  (subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  general  term),  basing  his  decision  mainly  on  the  plain- 
tiff's claim  that  the  technical  maturity  of  the  bonds  by  the 
defaults  made  the  bonds  dishonored  paper. 

W.  O.  Feckkam  and  K  W.  Tyler,  for  plaintiff.  The  burden 
of  proof  is  all  on  defendants  after  we  prove  loss  by  robbery, 
and  the  case  can  rest  on  this  alone  {N^ai.  Bank  of  CourUandt 
agt.  Green,  43  N".  T.,  298;  Kuhns  agt.  GeUyahurg  If  at. 
Bank,  68  Penn,,  445 ;  Bank  of  North  Am,  agt.  Kirby,  108 
Mass,,  497).  Waiver  of  the  defaults  on  our  part  is  not  proven 
and  cannot  be  presumed  {Ragan  agt.  Day,  46  Iowa,  239 ; 
Penn,  Hoep.  agt.  Gibson,  2  Mills,  326).  The  verdict  is  to  be 
upheld  on  any  theory  sustainable  on  the  facts  (21  iT.  T.,  490). 
It  is  axiomatic  that  overdue  paper  is  non-negotiable  (  Vermilye 
agt.  Adams  £kp.,  21  WaU.,  138;  People  agt.  Superior  Ct,, 
19  Wend.,  109).  This  condition  broken,  the  paper  is  overdue 
{Daniel  Neg,  Ins.,  sec.  1606,  a).  The  other  taints  on  the 
paper  entitle  us  to  recover  also  {First  Nat.  Bank  agt.  County 
Court,  l4  Minn.,  78).  Defendants  claim,  as  to  the  burden  of 
proof,  shows  that  it  was  not  by  surprise  that  he  neglected  to 
prove  values,  cfec.  Failure  of  proof  and  defect  of  proof  are 
questions  of  law. 

W.  M.  Safford  and  M.  WiUiams,  for  defendant.  The 
burden  is  on  plaintiff  to  prove  mala  fides  in  defendant 
{Seyhel  agt.  Currency  Bank,  54  N.  P.,  288  ;  Welch  agt.  Sage, 
47  N.  T.,  143 ;  Mut.  Ins.  Co,  agt.  HatchfiM,  73  N.^Y.  226 ; 
Murray  agt.  Ga/rdner,  2  WaU.,  110.)    The  default  of  the 
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conpons  did  not  make  the  principal  dae  {Cromwell  agt.  County 
of  Sac,  96  U.  iS.,  51 ;  Mailway  Co,  agt.  Sproffue,  103  (7.  S.j 
756).  Receipt  of  interest  on  later  conp  )n8  was  a  waiver  of 
defanlt*(/Sirtf  agt.  W&iffhtman,  25  iT.  c/.,  103  ;  ConJcling  agt. 
King,  10  i\r.  y.,  440).  The  burden  of  proof  is  not  on  the 
defendant  to  prove  value  or  bona  fides  {Ooodiruin  agt.  Simons, 
20  How.  U.  S.,  343).    Bona  fides  wdis  a  question  for  the  jury. 

Ingraham,  J. —  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  for  the 
conversion  of  certain  consolidated  second  mortgage  bonds  of 
the  Ohio  and  Missouri  Railway  Company. 

It  appears  that  prior  to  the  9th  of  January,  1876,  the  bonds 
in  question  were  the  property  and  in  the  possession  of  the 
plaintiffs,  a  national  bank  doing  business  at  ilTorthanipton  in 
the  state  of  Massachusetts,  and  that  on  the  9tli  of  January, 
1876,  plaintiff  was  robbed  of  a  large  amount  of  property 
including  the  bonds  in  question;  that  at  the  time  of  the 
robbery  the  said  bonds  were  not  in  default  but  interest  had 
been  regularly  paid  thereon ;  that  the  coupons  that  become 
due  on  the  1st  of  October,  1877,  were  not  paid,  and  had  not 
been  paid  up  to  the  time  of  the  trial ;  that  on  the  28th  of 
April,  1881,  defendant  purchased  the  said  bonds  in  the  regular 
course  of  business  at  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange  from 
Lucien  H.  Niles,  a  member  of  the  exchange  in  good  standing, 
and  paid  therefor.  It  does  not  appear,  however,  what  consid- 
eration was  paid  or  whether  or  not  any  money  was  actually 
paid  Jy  defendants  for  the  bonds.  At  the  close  of  the  testi- 
mony plaintiff  requested  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  also  requested  the  court  to 
direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  Neither  party  requested 
the  court  to  submit  any  questions  to  the  jury  and  the  case 
must  be  treated  as  a  question  of  law,  on  the  facts  proved — that 
the  bonds  in  question,  were  negotiable  instruments  and  pos- 
sessed all  the  qualities  and  attributes  of  such  obligations  is 
well  settled.  {Gilpike  agt.  City  of  Dvhuque,  1  Wall.,  206; 
Murray  agt.  Lardney,  2  id.,  113.) 
Vol.  LXVII        13 
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It  is  also  well  settled  that  the  possession  and  production 
of  a  negotiable  instrument  is  jmma  fade  evidence  of  title 
(Mechmiics  and  Traderi  Bank  agt.  Crov)^  60  N.  T.y  87; 
Mv/rray  agt.  Lardney^  supra).  Plaintiff  to  rebut  such  pre- 
sumptions proved  on  the  trial  that  the  bonds  were  stolen  from 
the  bank  in  January,  1876.  The  burden  of  proof  was  then 
changed,  and  the  defendants  to  sustain  their  title  to  the  bonds 
were  then  required  to  show  under  what  circumstances  and  for 
what  value  they  became  the  holders  (1  Danid  Neg.  Ins.^  sec. 
166).  In  other  words,  in  order  to  overcome  plaintifiPs  title  it 
was  necessary  for  defendants  to  prove  that  they  purchased  the 
bonds  before  maturity,  and  paid  for  them  a  valuable  con- 
sideration. As  a  leading  English  case  on  this  question  says : 
"  Where  a  note  is  proved  to  have  been  obtained  by  fraud  that 
affords  a  presumption  that  the  person  who  is  guilty  will  dis- 
pose of  it,  and  would  place  it  in  the  hands  of  another  person 
to  sue  upon  it,"  such  presumption  operates  against  the  holder, 
and  it  devolves  upon  him  to  show  that  he  gave  value  for  it 
{Binby  agt.  BidweUy  13  Mees.  dk  Wes.^  73,  cited  and  approved 
in  First  National  BamJc  agt.  Oreen^  43  N.  T".,  300 ;  Porter 
agt.  Knappy  6 1/ms.^  127).  If  defendants  failed  to  prove  that 
they  paid  a  valuable  consideration  for  the  bonds  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict. 

After  a  careftd  examination  of  the  evidence  I  have  been 
unable  to  discover  any  proof  that  defendant  paid  a  valuable 
consideration  for  the  bonds.  The  only  evidence  in  relation 
to  the  purchase  of  the  bonds  by  the  defendants  is  that  given 
by  the  defendant  Morse.  He  was  first  called  as  a  witness  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  on  his  redirect-examination,  at  folio  49,  he 
first  speaks  of  the  purchase  of  the  bonds ;  ^'  that  it  was  in  1881 
that  we  (defendants)  paid  for  the  bonds ; "  and  then,  at  folio  50, 
"  we  bought  these  bonds  on  April  28, 1881."  After  plaintiffs 
rested  Morse  was  recalled.  He  again,  stated  that  he  bought 
the  bonds  on  the  28th  of  April,  1881.  On  cross-examination 
he  said  he  could  not  swear  that  he  in  person  bought  the  bonds, 
but  he  knew  that  the  firm  purchased  them,  and  finally  said, 
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*^  I  would  swear  that  we  bought  these  bonds,  paid  such  a  price 
for  them,  and  received  them  on  a  given  day." 

In  my  opinion  this  was  not  evidence  that  the  defendants 
paid  a  valuable  consideration  for  the  bonds.  It  would  be  true 
if  the  defendants  had  taken  the  bonds  for  an  antecedent  debt 
they  would  then  have  "  purchased "  the  bonds  and  paid  for 
them,  yet  it  is  well  settled  that  such  payment  of  a  considera- 
tion would  not  overcome  plaintifiTs  title  and  make  defendanta 
holders  for  value  {Phcmix  Insurance  Co.  agt.  ClarJcy  81 
N.  T.,  221). 

The  court  of  appeals,  in  the  case  of  First  National  Banh 
agt.  Oreen  (43  N.  1^.,  300),  held  that  "  a  plaintiff  suing  upon 
a  negotiable  note  or  biU  purchased  before  maturity  is  pre- 
sumed in  the  first  instance  to  be  hhona  fdeholdier.  But 
where  the  maker  has  shown  that  the  note  was  obtained  from 
him  under  duress,  or  that  he  was  defrauded  of  it,  the  plaintifll 
will  then  be  required  to  show  under  what  circumstances  and 
for  what  value  he  became  the  holder." 

In  Ocean  Ifational  Bank  agt.  CarU  (65  N.  T".,  440)  the^ 
point  was  whether  plaintiff  had  failed  to  prove  he  was  a  hona 
fide  holder  of  the  note,  upon  which  the  action  was  brought 
for  value,  and  the  court  of  appeals  reversed  a  judgment  for- 
plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  the  witness  who  had  testified  that 
the  note  in  suit  was  discounted  and  that  a  check  produced 
was  given  for  the  avails,  made  the  statement  from  books  and 
papers,  and  not  from  their  personal  knowledge.  In  this  case- 
the  evidence  was  uncontradicted  that  the  note  was  in  posses- 
sion of  the  plaintiff  before  maturity,  but  the  court  held  this, 
was  not  sufficient.     The  consideration  must  be  shown. 

In  Wylie  agt.  Speyer  (62  Eow.^  110)  judge  Van  Yokst,  ia 
an  action  to  recover  some  coupon  bonds,  stolen  from  the 
vaults  of  the  plaintiff,  says :  "  The  plaintiff's  title  is  made  out 
by  showing  the  fact  of  original  ownership,  and  that  the  prop« 
erty  had  been  stolen ;  if  they  reached  the  hands  of  lona  fide 
purchasers  before  maturity,  through  whom  the  defendants 
claim,  they  must  show  it."    "We  think  upon  principle  and 
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authority  this  to  be  the  true  rule.  In  the  case  at  bar,  defend- 
ants did  not  show  that  they  paid  any  valuable  consideration 
for  the  bonds,  and  not  having  brought  themselves  within  the 
rule  cannot  hold  the  bonds  as  against  the  plaintiff. 

Many  cases  could  be  cited  to  sustain  this  proposition,  but 
we  think  the  foregoing  are  sufficient.  Defendants  claimed 
on  the  argument,  and  cited  many  cases  to  sustain  their  con- 
tentions, that  the  production  of  Ae  bonds  threw  the  burden 
of  proving  that  the  defendants  did  not  pay  a  valuable  consid- 
eration on  the  plaintiff.  "We  have  examined  the  cases  cited 
but  do  not  think  they  are  authorities  for  the  defendants. 

Defendants  also  insisted  that  the  court  should  assume  tliat 
the  plaintiff  did  not,  on  the  trial,  raise  the  point  defendants 
had  not  paid  a  valuable  consideration  for  the  bonds.  It  no- 
where appears  that  both  the  court  and  counsel  assumed  that 
defendants  wei'e  bona  fide  purchasers  for  value.  But  from  all 
that  appears  it  may  be  assumed  that  defendants  vested  their 
claim,  at  the  trial,  as  they  did  on  the  argument  on  appeal,  on 
the  proposition  that  the  possession  of  the  bonds  was  presumpt- 
ive evidence  of  title  in  the  holder,  and  the  burden  of  proof 
was  upon  the  person  asserting  such  title,  to  show  he  was  not 
such  a  lonajide  holder.  This  position,  as  before  stated,  we  do 
no»t  consider  to  be  well  taken.  But  in  no  case  cited  did  the 
appellate  court  assume  a  fact  to  exist  for  the  purpose  of 
reversing  a  judgment,  and  in  order  to  set  aside  a  verdict  and 
dired;  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  it  would  be  necessary  for 
the  court  to  assume,  in  this  case,  that  defendants  paid  a  valua- 
ble consideration  for  the  bonds  in  question,  of  whicli,  as  before 
stated,  there  was  no  proof. 

If  defendants  purchased  the  bonds  in  good  faith  and  paid 
value  for  them,  there  could  have  been  no  difficulty  in  their 
proving  such  payment,  and  having  failed  to  give  any  evidence 
which  would  sustain  a  verdict  in  their  favor,  we  think  the 
court  below  was  right  in  directing  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
Where  a  verdict  is  rendered  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the 
court  at  general  term,  the  whole  case  is  before  the  general 
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term  on  its  merits,  and  no  new  trial  can  be  ordered  {Durant 
agt  AbendrotAj  69  iT.  P.,  150).  It  follows,  therefore,  that 
defendants  have  failed  in  their  defense,  and  jndgment  must 
be  ordered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  verdict,  with'  costSb 
Verdict  affirmed. 


N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS.      * 
Bbadfobd  Otis  agt  James  Sblioman  ei  al. 

Cfmnptaini'-  Demurrer — Dtfeei  of  parties  —  Improper  joinder  nf  oeHoni — 

AU  tort  feaeore  not  neeesaary  partiee. 

The  complaint  alleged  that  A.  delivered  to  B.  Jewelers'  sweepings  worth 
$4,292  to  be  refined,  for  which  refining  A.  was  to  receive  $820,  and  that 
B.  subsequently  assigned  to  defendants  all  his  plant,  &c,f  including  A.'s 
sweepings,  the  defendants  assuming  all  the  debts  and  liabilities  of 
B.  and  taking  possession  of  B/s  property,  and  judgment  is  asked  for 
thM^alue  of  the  sweepings  less  the  cost  of  refining. 

fo^^verruling  demurrer  to  complaint),  that  defendants  having  assumed 
an  obligation  must  be  held  liable  for  its  consequences;  that  no  issue  is 
presented  as  to  the  conversion  of  property,  and  if  there  were  the  ques- 
tion of  the  non-joinder  of  B.  is  not  available,  because  as  joint  tort 
feasors  the  defendants  would  be  individually  liable. 


Special  Term^  March^  1884. 

s 

The  complaint  sets  forth  the  copartnership  of  the  defend- 
ants under  the  firm  name  of  J.  &  W.  Seligman  &  Co. ;  that 
prior  to  April  15^  1883,  John  Austin  delivered  to  the  firm  of 
Kempf,  Nenninger  &  Co.,  then  doing  business  as  refiners  and 
smelters,  5,820  pounds  of  jewelers'  sweepings  to  be  refined, 
which  assayed  sixty-eight  pennyweights  of  gold  and  silver 
per  100  pounds,  amounting  in  total  value  to  $4,292.41,  for 
which  refining  Austin  was  to  receive  $320.10;  that  on 
April  13, 1883,  the  firm  of  Kempf,  Nenninger  &  Co.  assigned 
to  the  defendants  all  their  plant,  machinery,  fittings,  bullion, 
scraps,  waste  goods,  chattels  and  materials  of  every  sort, 
including  the  sweepings  belonging  to  Austin,  or  the  product 
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thereof ;  that  the  defendants,  in  consideration  of  such  assign- 
ment, assumed  all  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  said  firm  of 
£empf ,  Wenninger  &  Co.,  and  especially  the  claim  in  dispute, 
took  possession  of  all  its  property  and  thereby  became  respon- 
sible for  the  contract  in  controversy ;  that  by  its  terms  the 
sweepings  were  to  be  refined  and  the  product  thereof  delivered 
to  or  accounted  for,  and  the  value  thereof,  less  the  cost  of 
refining,  paid  to  Austin  within  twenty  days  after  delivery ; 
that  the  product  of  said  sweepings  hais  not  been  returned  or 
accounted  for,  although  twenty  days  have  since  elapsed  and  a 
demand  therefor  has  been  made ;  that  on  December  1, 1883, 
Austin  assigned  his  claim  to  the  plaintiff,  who  sues  for  the 
value  of  the  sweepings,  $3,972.71,  less  the  cost  of  refin* 
ing,  $320.10. 

The  defendants  demur  to  the  complaint  on  three  grounds : 
1st.  Defect  of  parties  in  not  joining  the  members  of  the  firm 
of  Kempf,  Nenninger  &  Co.  2d.  That  an  action  for  tort  for 
the  conversion  of  property  and  an  action  for  damages  for  a 
breach  of  contract  have  been  improperly  united.  3d.  That 
the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action. 

Jesse  W.  Zilienthaly  for  demurrants. 

J.  Zangdon  Ward^  opposed. 

Larremobe,  J,  —  If  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  any  relief 
upon  the  facts  stated  the  demurrer  cannot  be  sustained  {Price 
agt.  Brown^  10  Abh,  N.  C,  67,  and  cases  cited).  The  aver- 
ment that  the  defendants  especially  assumed  the  liability  to 
plaintiff's  assignor  brings  this  case  clearly  within  the  ruling 
of  Burr  agt.  Beers  (24  N.  Y,y  178)  and  fixes  their  responsi- 
bility. They  assumed  an  obligation  and  must  be  held  liable 
for  its  consequences. 

It  is  evident  from  an  inspection  of  the  complaint  that  no 
issue  is  presented  as  to  the  conversion  of  the  property.  It  is 
the  product  of  the  sweepings  "  left  to  be  refined  "  which  is  the 
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subject  of  the  action.  The  plaintiff  seeks  not  a  recovery  in 
kind,  but  of  the  value  of  the  property.  But  in  either  case  his 
complaint  is  not  defective  in  form.  He  has  stated  the  whole 
transaction  and  may  be  required  upon  the  trial  to  elect  upon 
which  ground  he  will  proceed.  That  he  has  asked  for  more 
relief  than  he  is  entitled  to  cannot  prejudice  his  claim.  In 
either  aspect  of  the  case  the  question  of  non-joinder  is  not 
available.  As  joint  tort  feasors  the  defendants  would  be  indi- 
vidually liable  {Creed  agt.  Ilartman^  29  iT.  Z".,  591).  As 
promissors  imder  the  contract  of  April  13,  1883,  they  became 
liable  for  its  performance  {Lawrence  agt.  Jpbx,  20  Jf.  Y.y  268 ; 
Arnold  agt.  Nichols,  64  N.  Z".,  117). 

The  demurrer  should  be  overruled,  with  leave  to  answer  on 
payment  of  costs. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

GuBTAV  HisscHBEBa  ct  ol.,  agt.  William  B.  Dinshobb,  as 
president  of  the  Adams  Express  Company. 

Cdmnum  ecnrien —  Their  liability  for  rum-deUvery  of  goodA  —  Oondition  in 
receipt  that  claimefor  toes  shattld  be  presentedwithin  thirty  daye—JEffect  of. 

In  an  action  against  a  common  carrier  for  conversion,  a  clause  in  a  ship* 
ping  receipt  containing  the  condition  that  "in  no  event  shall  the 
company  be  liable  for  any  Ibss  or  damage,  unless  the  claim  therefor 
shaU  be  presented  to  them  in  writing  within  thirty  days  after  the  date 
of  receipt,"  is  available  to  the  carrier,  and  the  presentation  of  claims 
for  loss  within  the  time  specified  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  recovery, 
and  unless  complied  with,  the  action  .against  the  carrier  cannot  bo 
sustained. 

Oeneral  Term,  March,  1884. 

Appeal  from  judgment  of  justice  of  first  district  court  in 
favor  of  defendant.  The  action  was  for  «  damages  for  non- 
delivery of  goods."  The  facts  shown  were :  On  November  4, 
1882,  at  Newark,  N.  J.,  one  Mercy  delivered  to  defendant's 
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express  company  a  package  to  be  shipped  to  plaintiffs,  at 
Kew  York,  and  received  a  receipt  which  contained  the  con« 
dition  that  in  no  event  should  the  company  be  liable  for  any 
loss  or  damage,  unless  the  claim  therefor  should  be  presented 
to  them  in  writing  within  thirty  days  after  the  date  of  the 
receipt,  in  a  statement,  to  which  the  receipt  should  be  annexed, 
that  the  package  was  not  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs,  but, 
through  error,  was  delivered  to  some  pei-son  unknown ;  that 
no  claim  whatever  was  made  on  the  company  within  thirty 
days,  but  a  claim  was  made  some  months  afterwards,  at  which 
time  the  delivery  book  of  the  company  (which  would  show  to 
whom  the  package  had  been  delivered}  had  been  lost. 

C.  Mof'itZy  for  plaintiffs  and  appellants. 

£latchfordj  Seward^  Giiswold  (6  Daoostay  for  defendant 
and  respondent. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J.  —  There  was  some  discussion  on  the  appeal 
as  to  whether  this  action  was  for  breach  of  contract  of  the 
carrier  or  for  conversion,  and  whether  if  for  conversion  the 
carrier  could  avail  itself  of  the  condition  in  the  contract,  pro- 
viding that  the  claim  for  loss  must  be  made  within  thirty 
days.  The  demand,  as  stated  in  the  return,  was  for  *'  damages 
for  non-delivery  of  goods." 

In  Maginn  agt.  Dinsmore  (70  N.  Z".,  410-17)  it  was  said 
that  a  mere  non-delivery  will  not  constitute  a  conversion ;  and 
it  would  seem  that  the  plaintiffs'  action  is,  therefore,  stated  on 
the  contract.  But  it  is  of  no  consequence  what  the  form  of 
action  is  since  in  Smith  agt.  Dinsmore  (9  DoXy^  188)  we  held 
that  in  an  action  for  conversion  the  thirty  days'  clause  in  the 
shipping  receipt  (which  clause  was  identical  with  the  one  now 
before  us)  was  available  to  the  carrier,  that  the  presentation  of 
claim  for  loss  within  the  time  specified  was  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  recovery,  and  that  unless  complied  with,  the  action 
against  the  Carrier  could  not  be  sustained.  That  case  was 
decided  upon  another  point,  but  the  views  expressed  in  the 
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opinion  on  the  point  directly  involved  in  the  present  case  are 
in  conformity  with  the  authorities  ( U.  S.  Express  Co.  agt. 
CaldweUy  21  TFaZ/.,  264;  Weir  eigt,  Adams  Exy>ress  Co.^  S 
JPhUa.,  355 ;  Southern  Eaypress  Co,y  agt.  HunnicuU^  54  Mis8.j 
566 ;  Lewis  agt.  Great  West.  Ry.  Co.,  6  Hurl,  dk  iT.,  867). 
The  judgment  should  be  alBnued,  with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
The  People  ex  rel.  Edwabd  Evans  agt,  JoMn  MoEwen. 

CommUmeni — JIdbecu  eorpui — Dtfeets  in  mitUmui  wiU  not  atUhorue  dis* 
charge  —  Judgment  of  the  court  and  not  the  mittimue  hoide  the  priioner  ^ 
Code  ef  Oriminal  Procedure,  eections  723,  724, 7*25,  471,  717  —  Code  of  Omt 
Procedure,  eection  2018. , 

The  relator,  by  his  counsel,  sued  out  a  writ  of  Tidbeaa  corpus  before  the 
recorder  of  the  city  of  Albany,  aUeging  as  a  reason  for  his  discharge, 
that  the  mandate  in  the  hands  of  the  superintendent  of  the  penitentiary 
was  not  a  copy  of  the  record  of  conviction.  The  return  of  the  defend- 
ant sets  forth  that  the  relator  was  detained  in  the  penitentiary  by  virtue 
of  a  warrant,  a  copy  of  which  was  attached  to  the  return,  "  and,  also, 
by  virtue  of  the  judgment  of  conviction,  for  the  crime  of  assault  in  the 
third  degree,  by  the  recorder  of  the  city  of  Binghamtom,  in  having,  on 
the  8th  day  of  May,  1888,  at  the  city  of  fiinghamton,  beaten,  struck  and 
assaulted  one  A.  Levine."  The  return  of  the  defendant  was  not 
traversed : 

Held^  first,  that  upon  the  return  to  the  writ  having  been  made,  the  court  is  . 
to  examine  into  the  facts  alleged  in  the  return.  If  there  is  no'travenfb  * 
of  those  facts  they  must  be  taken  as  true. 

HM^  second,  that  the  record  showed  a  conviction  for  a  crime  by  a  compe- 
tent court,  and  shows  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  person  and 
of  the  offense  charged,  and  the  imposition  of  a  sentence  which  it  had 
jurisdiction  to  impose.  ''  . 

Beld^  third,  that  if  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the.  person  and  ol  the 
offense,  no  insufficiency  of  the  record  in  point  of  form  will  justify  the 
discharge  of  the  prisoner. 

It  is  not  the  mittimus  that  holds  the  prisoner  in  custody,  but  the  judgment 
of  the  court.    A  prisoner  who  has  been  properly  and  legally  sentenced 

Vol.  LXVII        14 


IM  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

The  People  ex  rd,  Evans  a^.  McEwen. 

to  prison  cannot  be  released,  simply  because  there  is  an  imperfection  in 

what  is  commonly  called  the  mittimus. 
After  a  plea  of  guilty^  there  is  nothing  further  for  a  court  to  do  than  to 

pronounce  sentence.    The  plea  of  guilty  is  like  the  verdict  of  guilty. 

There  is  no  duty  in  the  court  "to  convict,"  but  only  to  sentence. 

When  defendant  pleads  guilty  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be 

any  conviction. 
Pw>ple  ex  reL  agt.  Barber  (89  K  F.,  460),  which  came  up  from  a  court  of 

record,  hdd  to  be  applicable  to  conviction  in  special  sessions. 

Third  Department^  General  Terrrij  May^  1884. 

On  the  9th  day  of  May,  1883,  the  relator,  Edward  Evana, 
"was  brought  before  the  recorder  of  the  city  of  Bingham  ton 
charged  with  having  beaten,  struck  and  assaulted  one  A. 
Levine,  and  the  charge  being  read  to  the  relator  he  then  and 
there  pleaded  guilty  thereto,  wherefore  he  was  sentenced  to 
be  imprisoned  in  the  Albany  penitentiary  for  the  period  of  six 
months.  On  the  16th  day  of  August,  1883,  the  relator,  by 
his  counsel,  sued  put  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  before  the 
recorder  of  the  city  of  Albany  alleging  as  a  reason  for  his 
discharge  that  the  mandate  in  the  hands  of  the  superintendent 
of  the  penitentiary  was  not  a  copy  of  the  record  of  conviction. 
The  return  of  the  defendant  sets  forth  that  the  relator  was 
detained  in  the  penitentiary  by  virtue  of  a  warrant,  a  copy  of 
which  was  attached  to  the  return,  "  and  also  by  virtue  of  a 
judgment  of  conviction  for  the  crime  of  assault  in  the  third 
degree,  by  the  recorder  of  the  city  of  JBinghamton,  in  having 
on  the  8th  day  of  May,  1883,  at  the  city  of  Binghamton, 
beaten,  struck  and  assaulted  one  A.  Levine."  The  return  of 
the  defendant  was  not  traversed.  On  the  twentieth  of  August 
the  recorder  of  Albany  Ordered  the  discliarge  of  the  i*elator. 
Upon  what  ground  the  order  was  made  does  not  appear. 
From  that  order  discharging  the  relator  this  appeal  is  taken. 

I    D.  Cady  H&i^ck^  district  attorney,  for  defendant  McEwen. 

I.  The  recorder  of  the  city  of  Binghamton  has  power  "  to 

try,  convict  and  sentence  all  persons  who  may  be  guilty  of 

any  offenses  which  are  or  may  be  triable  by  courts  of  special 
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Bessions  "  {Laws  1867,  291,  p,  606,  aeo.  5 ;  see^  aZso^  Code  of 
Crim.  JPro.y  sec.  63).  The  acts  charged  against  the  relator 
constitute  the  offense  of  assault  in  the  third  degree  {Penal 
CocUy  see.  219).  Courts  of  special  sessions  have  jurisdiction 
ever  assaults  in  the  third  degree  {Code  of  Crim,  Pro,^  sec.  66). 
The  punishment  inflicted  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  {Penal  Code^  sec.  222).  The  prisoner  was  properly 
sentenced  to  the  Albany  penitentiary.  Chapter  399,  Laws 
1869,  page  911,  authorizes  the  board  of  supervisors  of  Broome 
county  to  contract  with  Albany  county  for  keeping  prisoners 
in  the  Albany  penitentiary.  The  return  shows  that  such  a 
contract  was  made. 

II.  The  record  thus  shows  a  conviction  for  a  crime  by  a 
competent  court,  and  shows  tliat  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  and  of  the  offense  charged,  and  the  imposition 
of  a  sentence  which  it  had  jurisdiction  to  impose.  The  return 
sets  forth  that  the  keeper  of  the  penitentiary  held  the  relator 
"  by  virtue  of  a  judgment  of  conviction  for  assault  in  the  third 
degree,  by  the  recorder  of  the  city  of  Binghamton,  in  having 
on  the  8th  day  of  May,  1883,  at  the  said  city  of  Binghamton, 
beaten,  struck  and  assaulted  one  A.  Levine."  This  was  not 
traversed  and,  therefore,  must  be  taken  as  true  {Matter  of 
Da  Costa^  1  Parker  C.  H.y  129 ;  People  ex  7*d.  Cailin  agt. 
Neilson^  16  Hun^  214-216).  Under  the  circumstances  it  was 
the  plain  duty  of  the  court  below  to  remand  the  prisoner. 
"  The  court  or  judge  must  forthwith  make  a  final  order  to 
remand  the  prisoner,  if  it  appears  that  he  is  detained  in 
custody  for  either  of  the  following  causes,  and  that  the  time 
for  which  he  may  legally  be  so  detained  has  not  expired : " 
*  »  *  «c  By  virtue  of  the  final  judgment  or  decree  of  a 
competent  tribunal  of  civil  or  criminal  jurisdiction  "  {Code  of 
Civil  Pro,^  sec.  2032).  i  The  only  legitimate  inquiry  is  whether 
the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  person  and  of  the  offense. 
That  being  so  no  insufficiency  of  the  record  in  point  of  form 
will  justify  the  discharge  of  the  prisoner  {People  ex  rel. 
Cailin  agt.  ITeUson,  16  Ilun^  214-217).    The  petition  itself 
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sets  forth  a  good  and  sufficient  record  of  conviction ;  it  shows 
a  conviction  by  a  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  person  and 
of  the  offense.  There  was  no  insufficiency  in  the  record;  It 
was  substantially  that  provided  for  by  section  721,  Code  of 
Criminal  Procedure.  It  is  also  the  form  specially  provided 
by  chapter  291,  Laws  1867  {vol.  1),  page  60S,  section  7. 

III.  The  only  point  made  in  the  petition  is  that  the  mitti- 
mus is  not  a  copy  of  the  record  of  conviction.  It  is  not  the 
mittimus  that  holds  the  prisoner  in  custody,  but  the  judgment 
of  the  court.  "A  prisoner  who  has  been  properly  aSnd  legally 
sentenced  to  prison  cannot  be  released  simply  because  there 
is  an  imperfection  in  what  is  called  a  mittimus  "  {The  People 
ex  rel,  agt.  Baker^  89  JV.  Z.,  460-465).  In  the  case  at  bar, 
as  in  the  case  of  Baker  above  cited,  the  writ  of  habeas  corpue 
^^  commanded  him  to  return  the  cause  of  his  imprisonment 
and  detention."  The  return  shows  that  it  is  the  judgment  of 
a  court  that  the  defendant  holds  him  upon.  In  fact  the  peti- 
tion for  the  writ  shows  the  same  thing.  It  is  the  judgment 
of  the  court  which  authorizes  the  detention,  and  that  can 
always  be  shown  in  justification  of  the  detention  "  {People  em 
rd.  agt.  Baker,  89  N.  F.,  460-466).  If  the  mittimus  had 
been  decided  to  be  insufficient,  proof  could  have  been  given 
of  the  judgment  (5!^  ca^e  of  Baker,  supra,  p,  466).  In  the 
case  at  bar  the  relator  makes  that  proof  himself  by  furnishing 
as  a  part  of  his  petition  a  certified  copy  of  the  record  of  con- 
viction. The  order  of  the  recorder  discharging  the  relator 
should  be  reversed  and  the  relator  remanded  to  imprisonment 
in  the  penitentiary, 

Oalen  R.  HitU  for  plaintiff : 

I.  The  recorder  of  Binghamton  had  no  jurisdiction  to  try 
the  charge  (assault  in  the  third  degree)  before  himself  sum- 
marily for  such  offienses  by  the  charter  of  Binghamton  {sec,  7, 
title  5,  chap,  291,  Laws  1867),  and  by  the  Code  of  Criminal 
Procedure  {sec,  56)  can  only  be  tried  by  a  court  of  special 
sessions,  subject  to  the  power  of  removal,  contained  in  said 
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section  56.  The  charter  provides  that  "  the  recorder  or  any 
justice  of  the  peace  acting  as  such  may  hear,  try  and  determine 
in  a  summary  way,  any  complaint  for  any  violation  of  the  laws 
of  the  state  or  the  provisions  of  title  twelve,  court  of  special 
sessions,  or  that  any  act  was  done  or  step  taken  in  such  a 
court.  It  does  show  that  the  recorder  acted  as  such  summa- 
rily ;  that  before  him  as  an  individual  and  not  as  a  justice  of 
the  special  sessions,  the  prisoner  was  brought.  As  such  he 
stated  the  charge  in  open  court,  and  that  before  him  as  such 
recorder  the  prisoner  pleaded  guilty.  This  record  being  con- 
clusive shows  an  entire  want  of  jurisdiction. 

II.  The  special  law  {charter  of  BingJtamton^  sec,  7)  requires 
that  a  record  of  conviction  shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of 
Broome  county,  and  is  substantially  the  same  as  required  by 
section  721  of  the  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure ;  and  section 
722  of  the  Code  provides,  "  if  the  defendant  had  pleaded 
guilty  *  *  *  the  certificate  must  state  substantially  as 
follows :  *And  the  above  named  A.  B.  having  been  thereupon 
duly  convicted  upon  his  plea  of  guilty.' "  Every  provision  of 
law  requires  that  a  certificate  or  record  shall  be  filed,  and  section 
724  of  the  Code  provides  that  such  certificate  or  a  certified 
oopy  thereof  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  therein. 

III.  The  recorder  filed  a  record  or  certificate,  that  is,  by 
section  724  of  the  Code,  conclusive  evidence  of  what  was  done 
by  or  before  him  with  reference  to  the  charge  against  the 
plaintiff.  It  fails  to  show  that  the  prisoner  was  arraigned 
before  a  with  an  assault,  &c.  That  he  pleaded  guilty.  They 
then  pass  to  assume  that  upon  such  commitment,  &c.  What 
connection  ?  They  leave  out  what  the  law  requires  shall  be 
in  every  record  or  commitment,  and  what  must  appear  in 
every  case,  before  a  person's  liberty  can  be  taken  away,  viz., 
an  allegation  that  he  was  in  fact  convicted  and  adjudged  to  be 
guilty ;  a  plea  is  not  conviction  or  acquittal,  judgment  of  con- 
viction proceeds  from  the  court,  and  is  not  received  by  the 
court  from  the  defendant,  and  «*»ction  722  of  the  Code  is 
entirely  ignored. 
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lY.  Section  725  of  the  Code,  and  that  is  the  only  law, 
special  or  general,  that  can  be  found  defining  the  manner  of 
executing  a  judgment  of  these  inferior  courts,  provides  that 
"  the  judgment  must  be  executed  by  the  sheriff,  &c.,  *  *  ♦ 
upon  receiving  a  copy  of  the  certificate  prescribed  in  section 
721,  certified  by  the  court  or  county  clerk. 

V.  Now  it  must  clearly  appear  that  the  paper  returned  by 
the  defendant  as  his  authority  for  executing  the  judgment 
and  imprisoning  the  plaintiff,  is  not  in  form  or  substance  in 
any  respect  a  copy  of  such  certificate.  It  purports  to  recite 
a  conviction  before  another  tribunal,  to  wit,  a  court  of  special 
sessions  of  which  there  is  no  record  or  certificate. 

YI.  It  is  also  urged  that  there  was  no  record,  certificate, 
commitment  or  evidence,  offered  by  the  defendant  before  the 
recorder  of  Albany,  that  showed  or  purported  to  show  that 
the  plaintiff  had  ever  been  convicted  or  adjudged  guilty  of 
assault  or  of  any  other  offense.  The  certified  copy  of  the 
record  which  plaintiff  produced  in  his  petition,  and  the  com- 
mitment returned  by  defendant,  both  fail  to  show  a  judgment 
of  conviction.  They  show  that  he  was  brought  before  the 
recorder  charged  af  this  act,  or  of  the  ordinances  of  the  city 
(of  Binghamton),  in  any  case  where  the  right  to  trial  by  jury 
is  not  guaranteed  by  the  constitution.  But  in  all  cases  in 
whicJi  such  right  is  guaranteed  he  shall  sit  as  a  court  of  special 
sessions."  Then  section  66  of  the  Code  reads  :  ''  Subject  to 
the  power  of  removal  provided  for  in  this  chapter,  courts  of 
special  sessions,  except  in  the  city  and  county  of  New  York 
and  the  city  of  Albany,  have  in  the  first  instance  exclusive 
jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  charges  of  misdemeanor 
committed  within  their  respective  counties,"  which  expressly 
includes  assault  in  the  third  degree.  This  trial  not  having 
been  before  a  court  of  special  sessions,  no  legal  punishment 
could  follow. 

YII.  In  conclusion,  it  is  claimed  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
recorder  to  examine  into  all  questions  as  to  the  legality  of 
the  imprisonment,  and  if  he  was  satisfied  that  any  require- 
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ment  was  wanting,  or  that  any  defect  appeared  to  show  an 
illegal  imprisonment,  it  then  became  his  duty  to  discharge, 
whether  the  question  was  raised  by  the  petition  or  not.  For 
the  reasons  above  stated  it  is  respectfully  submitted  that  the 
order  appealed  from  should  be  afi^rmed. 

LsASNED,  P.  J.  — ^Upon  the  return  having  been  made  to  a 
writ  of  habeas  GorpuSj  the  court  is  to  examine  into  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  return  {Sec.  2031).  If  there  is  no  traverse  of 
those  facts,  they  mui^  be  taken  as  true  {Matter  of  Decostay 
1  Park.  C.  JS.j  129 ;  People  ex  rel.  agt.  JVeileonj  16  Sim, 
214).  Therefore,  in  the  present  case  we  are  to  look  at  the 
return  made  to  the  writ,  and  not  at  the  affidavits  upon  which 
the  writ  was  obtained.  Everything  not  admitted  is  expressly 
denied  in  the  return.  The  return  states  that  the  superintend- 
ent holds  the  relator  by  virtue  of  a  warrant,  a  copy  of  which 
is  annexed,  and  by  virtue  of  a  judgment  of  conviction  for  the 
crime  of  assault  in  the  third  degree,  by  the  recorder  of 
Binghamton,  etc. 

The  relator  insists  that  the  recorder  had  not  jurisdiction  to 
try  the  charge  betore  himbclf  summarily,  but  must  sit  as  a 
court  of  special  sessions  {oAap.  291,  Zaws  of  1867,  tit.  5,  sec. 
7),  and  he  insists  that  this  trial  was  not  before  a  court  of 
special  sessions.  But  the  warrant  expressly  recites  the  hold- 
ing of  a  court  of  special  sessions  and  the  trial  of  the  relator  at 
the  same. 

Next  the  relator  asserts  that  the  recorder  filed  a  certificate 
or  record  {flee  the  section  aforesaid  and  Code  of  Crim.  Pro., 
sec.  724),  and  that  such  certificate  shows  that  the  recorder  acted 
summarily  and  not  as  a  court  of  special  sessions. 

To  this  we  have  to  say  that  the  return  does  not  set  forth 
the  certificate,  and  there  is  no  admission  that  the  certificate 
set  forth  in  the  petition  is  correct.  Furthermore,  on  looking 
at  section  7,  above  cited,  the  form  is  given  which  the  cer- 
tificate shall  substantially  have,  when  the  recorder  is  sitting 
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as  a  coart  of  special  sessions  or  otherwise.  That  form  is 
followed  in  the  copy  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

Next  it  is  said  that  section  725,  Code  of  Criminal  Proced- 
ure, directs  that  the  judgment  be  executed  upon  the  sheriff, 
&c.,  receiving  a  copy  of  the  certificate,  and  that  the  warrant 
under  which  the  relator  is  held  is  not  a  copy  of  the  certificate. 

Now  it  is  pointed  out  in  People  ex  rd.  agt.  Barber  (89 
N.  y.,  4:60)  that  a  prisoner  who  has  been  properly  and  legally 
sentenced  to  prison  cannot  be  released  simply  because  there  is 
an  imperfection  in  what  is  commonly  called  the  mittimus ; 
that  if  the  prisoner  is  safely  in  the  proper  custody  there  is  no 
office  for  a  mittimus  to  perform.  The  return  states  that  the 
prisoner  was  held  by  a  judgment  of  conviction,  &c.  Now  we 
are  either  to  take  that  as  true,  in  which  case  the  prisoner  is 
properly  detained,  or  we  must  suppose  that  the  certificate,  of 
which  a  copy  is  attached  to  the  petition,  is  assumed  to  be  the 
certificate  filed  by  the  recorder.  In  that  case  we  have  seen 
that  the  form  is  substantially  according  to  that  set  forth  in 
section  7,  above  recited. 

One  further  objection  is  made.  The  certificate  states  that 
the  prisoner  pleaded  guilty,  and  proceeds,  "  whereupon  said 
recorder,  upon  such  conviction,  did  sentence,"  &c.,  and  the 
objection  is  taken  that  neither  the  certificate  nor  the  warrant, 
after  stating  a  plea  of  guilty,  do  in  so  many  words  say  that 
the  prisoner  was  convicted.  The  papers  only  mention  the 
conviction  by  way  of  recital.  We  think  that  this  objection 
is  hypercritical.  After  a  plea  of  guilty,  there  is  nothing  fur- 
ther for  a  court  to  do  than  to  pronounce  sentence.  The  plea 
of  guilty  is  like  the  verdict  of  guilty  {Code  of  Grim.  Pro.^  471). 

There  is  no  duty  in  the  court  to  "  convict,"  but  only  to 
sentence.  If  the  prisoner  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  if  he  were 
tried  without  a  jury,  then  the  court  would  find  him  guilty  or 
not  guilty ;  but  when  he  pleads  guilty,  there  is  nothing  for  the 
court  to  find.  To  this  effect  is  section  717,  Code  Criminal 
Procedure,  "  when  a  defendant  pleads  guilty  or  is  convicted 
either  by  the  court  or  by  a  jury."     This  shows  that  when  he 
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pleads  guilty  it  is  not  necessaiy  that  there  should  be  any  con- 
viction. The  subsequent  section  (722)  gives  a  form  which 
need  only  be  followed  substantially. 

We  think  the  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed,  and 
the  prisoner  remanded  to  the  penitentiary. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 


In  the  Matter  of  the  Petition  of  Martin  T.  McMahon,  as 
receiver  of  taxes,  to  enforce  the  payment  of  a  tax  for 
personal  property,  imposed  upon  John  W.  Jones  and 
Eenjamin  p.  Faibohild,  as  administrators,  &c.,  of  William 
TrsoN,  deceased- 

Ibae$  and  aasessmenis  —  Perianal  tax — Indttidual  and  p&nonaX  UaMtty  cf 

execuU/n  and  adminutratorafor  meh  taxes. 

The  indivMaal  property  ot  an  executor  or  administrator  may  be  taken 
for  a  tax  imposed  upon  him  in  his  representative  character  when  no 
property  of  the  testator  can  be  found.  And  when  no  goods  or  chattels 
are  found  in  the  possession  of  the  person  so  taxed  upon  which  said  tax 
might  be  levied  by  distress  and  sold  according  to  law,  the  payment  of 
the  tax  may  be  enforced  pursuant  to  section  857  of  the  New  York 
consolidation  act  {Law8  of  1882). 

That  the  estate  had  been  settled  by  a  decree  of  the  surrogate  before  these 
proceedings  were  instituted  is  no  answer  to  the  proceedings.  The  tax 
was  imposed  before  such  settlement  took  place,  and  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  administrators  before  making  a  distribution  under  the  decree  to 
ascertain  what  the  liabilities  of  the  estate  were,  whether  for  taxes  or 
otherwise. 

Where  there  is  no  error  in  making  the  assessment  upon  the  administrators, 
it  is  no  answer  that  they  did  not  know  of  the  imposition  of  the  tax. 

It  is  too  late  to^uestion  the  quantum  of  a  tax  after  proceedings  have  been 
commenced  under  section  857  of  consolidation  act. 

Where  the  administrators  had  an  estate  in  their  possession  which  was 
subject  to  taxation  here,  their  failure  to  ascertain  whether  it  had  been 
so  taxed  previous  to  the  distribution  of  such  estate  does  not  present  a 
case  for  either  legal  or  equitable  interference. 

Hew  York  Chambers,  April,  1884. 
Vol.  LXVII        16 
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The  assessment  was  imposed  under  2  Bevised  Statutes, 
chapter  12,  title  2,  article  1,  section  5,  and  article  2,  section  10 
{See  2  R.  S.  [Bank's  ed.'],pp.  989-991).  The  proceedings  were 
brought  under  section  857  of  the  New  York  city  consolidation 
act  (ZatM,  1882). 

John  •/.  Townaend^  Jr.^  for  receiver. 

Orlando  L.  Utewarty  for  respondents. 

Lawbenob,  J.  —  This  proceeding  is  brought  to  enforce 
the  payment  of  a  tax  imposed  upon  the  respondents  as 
administrators  of  William  Tyson,  deceased,  in  Ae  year  1881. 
The  petition  of  the  receiver  of  taxes  is  in  the  usual  form, 
setting  forth  .an  :assessment  in  the  sum  of  $100,000,  the  adver- 
tisement of  the  fact  that  the  books  of  tlie  commissioners  of 
taxes  and  assessment  were  open  for  examination  and  coitcc- 
tion ;  the  certification  of  the  rolls  by  the  commissioners  to  the 
board  of  aldermen,  as  required  by  law ;  the  publication  of  the 
notice  that  such  rolls  had  been  finally  completed  and  delivered 
to  the  aldermen,.and  that  thereafter  the  aldermen  imposed  the 
tax  in  question  upon  :the  respondents.  It  is  th«)n  among  other 
things  alleged  that  the  assesanent-rolls  were  delivered  to  the 
petitioner  as  receiver  of  taxes ;  that  be  gave  public  notice  in 
the  newspapers  as  required  by  law ;  that  the  tax  being  unpaid, 
a  warrant  ^was  delivered  to  one  of  the  marshals  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  Fork,  for  the  collection  thereof;  that  the 
same  has  been  returned  unsatisfied,  and  that  there  are  no 
goods  or  chattels  an  the  possession  of  the  peison  so  taxed, 
upon  whidi  said  tax  niight  be  levied  by  distress  and  sale, 
according  to  law ;  wherefore,  petitioner  prays  that  the  pay- 
meat  of  the  tax  may  be  enforced  pursuant  to  st&tute. 

Mr.  Fairchildf  the  admanistrater,  makes  two  afiidavits  in 
•reply  to  the  petition.  In  the  first  he  states  that  the  deceased 
•resided  and  died  in  Passaic  ^county,  New  Jersey ;  that  he  had 
.^some  personal  effects  liere  wlien  he  died ;  that  deponent  had  no 
notice  of  any  tax  upon  l!he  lists  in  this  city,  supposing  that 
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the  deceased,  being  a  resident  of  New  Jersey,  was  taxed  there 
and  could  not  be  taxed  in  this  state ;  that  in  the  decree  of 
distribution  no  provision  was  made  for  any  such  tax;  that 
the  deceased  died  May  23,  1880,  and  that  letters  were  taken 
out  by  the  deponent  July  1,  1880.  In  the  second  affidavit  he 
states  that  the  total  amount  of  the  inventory  filed  in  the  office 
of  the  surrogate  of  the  county  of  New  York  of  the  said  estate 
was  the  sum  of  $113,435.32,  and  that  "  the  debts  due  and 
payable  therefrom  at  the  time  amounted  to  the  sum  of 
$64,366.51,  leaving  of  the  assets  embraced  in  said  inventory 
the  sum  of  $49,068.81,  and  upon  the  same  only  a  tax  is  due 
and  payable  to  the  city  of  New  York ; "  that  the  amount  of 
said  tax  at  the  tax  rate  legally  chargeable  for  the  year  1881, 
set  forth  herein,  would  be  $1,310,  instead  of  the  sum  of  $2,620, 
which  was  duly  charged,  and  wherefore  he  prays  for  a  reduc- 
tion of  the  tax.  There  is  no  force  in  the  argument  of  the 
respondents'  counsel  that  the  estate  had  been  settled  by  a 
decree  of  the  surrogate's  court  before  these  proceedings  were 
instituted.  The  tax,  it  appears,  was  imposed  before  such 
settlement  took  place,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  respondents, 
before  making  a  distribution  under  the  decree,  to  ascei'tain 
wbat  the  liabilities  of  the  estate  were,  whether  for  taxes  or 
otherwise.  There  is  also  no  force  in  the  statement  that  the 
respondents  did  not  know  of  the  imposition  of  the  tax. 
Every  one  is  presumed  to  know  the  law,  and  it  appears  by 
the  petition,  and  it  is  not  denied  by  the  affidavits  of  the 
respondents,  that  all  the  steps  required  by  law  to  be  taken  in 
and  about  the  assessment  and  imposition  of  the  tax  were  duly 
taken  in  this  instance.  There  was  no  error  in  making  the 
assessment  upon  the  administrators  {See  2  R.  S.j  989,  sees.  1 
and  5  [Bankf  7th  ed.]  ;  Id.j  989,  sec.  8,  suhd.  10). 

It  is  also  too  late  now  to  question  the  quantum  of  the  tax. 
{See  Smyth  agt.  InternaMonal  Life  Ifis.  Co.j  35  How,  Pr. 
Hep.j  126).  I  do  not  concur  in  the  view  of  the  learned  counsel; 
for  the  respondents,  that  I  am  authorized,  under  section  861 
of  the  consolidation  act  {eee  Zaws  of  lS82y  p.  235),  either  to 
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dismiss  the  proceedings  conditionally  or  to  reduce  the  tax. 
There  are  no  facts  presented  which  would  justify  me  in  doing 
so.  The  tax,  as  before  stated,  was  legally  imposed.  Every 
notice  which  the  law  required  to  be  given  of  its  imposition 
was  given,  and  all  that  appears  is  that  the  respondents 
neglected  to  inform  themselves  of  what  the  law  required. 
They  had  an  estate  in  their  pos^session  which  was  subject  to 
taxation  here ;  their  failure  to  ascertain  whether  it  had  been 
80  taxed  does  not  present  to  my  mind  a  case  for  either  legal 
or  equitable  interference  {Ses  McMahon  agt.  SuUivan^  Daily 
RegisteTy  April  15,  1884;  McMahon  agt.  Browriy  Daily 
HegiateVj  March  18,  1884).  For  these  reasons  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  the  prayer  of  the  receiver  should  be  granted  and 
the  payment  of  the  tax  enforced. 


CITY  COURT  OF  NEW  YORK. 
YiRGiNiA.  B.  Mathews  agt.  Morris  Matson. 

SheriJTM  feet-- Code  cf  CwQ.  Procedure,  eection  8307,  subdimsum  l—Wiat 
is  a  settlement  ioitJUn  the  meaning  of  this  section  entOUng  sheriff  to 
pouTidage. 

Where  a  sheriff  levies  upon  property  on  execution  and  the  execution  is 
afterwards  stayed,  appeal  taken  and  judgment  affirmed,  and  defendant 
pays  the  amount  thereof  directly  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney: 

Meld,  that  such  payment  was  a  settlement  within  the  meaning  of  section 
8307,  subdivision  7,  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  and  that  the  sheriff 
was  entitled  to  poundage  and  an  allowance. 

Special  Term^  June^  1884. 

In  this  case  execution  was  duly  issued  to  the  sheriff  of  New 
York  county  against  the  property  of  the  defendant,  upon 
which  a  levy  wa&  accordingly  made.  Application  for  a  stay 
to  allow  defendant  time  to  make  and  perfect  an  appeal  was 
made  and  granted.     The  appeal  wajs  subsequently  argued,  and 
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jadgment  afiSrmed.  The  defendant  then  proposed  to  pay  to 
plaintifFs  attorney  the  face  of  the  judgment  and  interest,  bnt 
declined  to  pay  sherifi's  fees,  whose  bill  he  demanded  should 
be  taxed. 

On  the  argument  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  that  the  sheriff  had  not  collected  anything,  and, 
therefore,  was  not  entitled  to  any  fees.  For  the  sheriff  it 
was  urged  that  he  had  done  all  that  the  process  required,  and 
the  payment  to  the  plaintiff^s  attorney  was  virtually  a  settle- 
ment under  section  3307  of  the  Code. 

Edward  J.  Cramer ^  for  sheriff. 

William  F.  McMa^y  opposed. 

Nehrbab,  J.  —  The  deputy  swears  that  a  levy  was,  in  fact, 
made  and  a  person  kept  in  charge  to  preserve  the  property. 
The  payment  of  the  judgment  was  a  settlement  within  the 
meaning  of  section  3307,  subdivision  7  of  the  Code,  entitling 
the  sheriff  to  poundage  and  an  allowance.  The  sheriff's 
expenses  for  a  keeper  was  thirty  dollars,  which  amount  will 
be  allowed  him  aj9  a  compensation.  The  bill  is  taxed  at 
seventeen  dollars  and  fourteen  cents. 


N.  T.  SUKROGATE'S  COURT. 
In  the  Estate  of  Sabah  A.  Wbiqht,  deceased. 

Cfode  of  OivU  Procedure^  9Gction  2620 — WW, — Subscribing  witneMes — Proof 
of  handwriting  sufficient  to  estabUtli  the  execution  of  a  teilL 

Where  a  will  contained  a  full  attestation  clause,  the  mere  non-recollection 
of  a  witness,  in  respect  to  the  circumstances  of  its  execution,  will  not 
justify  a  finding  that  the  statutory  requirements  have  been  disregarded. 

May,  1884. 
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BoLLiNS,  4^ — An  instrument  purporting  to  be  this  decedent's 
last  will  and  testament  has  been  propounded  for  probate.  It 
is  dated  May  20,  1864,  and  purports  to  be  signed  by  Thomas 
J.  Hall  and  Charles  B.  Coffin  as  subscribing  witnesses.  Mr. 
Hall,  formerly  one  of  the  firm  of  William  Hall  &  Sons,  music 
publishers  in  this  city,  is  now  dead.  His  signature  has  been 
satisfactorily  proved,  and  so  also  has  that  of  the  decedent  her- 
self. Mr,  Coffin,  the  other  subscribing  witness,  is  now  engaged 
in  the  produce  business  at  No.  65  Pearl  street.  While  he 
fully  identifies  his  own  signature,  he  has  no  recollection  what- 
ever of  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  written ;  but  ho 
is  positive  that  he  would  never  have  put  it  upon  this  disputed 
paper  unless  he  had  known  that  every  allegation  in  its  attes- 
tation clause  was  true.  That  attestation  clause  is  in  the  words 
following : 

"  The  above  instrument  was  subscribed  by  the  said  Sarah 
A.  Wright,  in  our  presence,  and  acknowledged  by  her  to  each 
of  us,  and  she  at  the  same  time  declared  the  above  instrument 
80  subscribed  to  be  her  last  will  and  testament,  and  we,  at  her 
request,  have  signed  our  names  as  witnesses  thereto. 

"  New  York,  May  20, 1864. 

"  C.  B.  COFFIN. 

«  THOMAS  J.  HALL." 

Section  2620  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  provides  that 
"  if  all  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  written  will  are  dead, 
«  *  *  or  if  a  subscribing  witness  has  forgotten  the  occur- 
rence, *  *  *  the  will  may,  nevertheless,  be  established 
upon  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  testator  and  of  the  sub- 
scribing witnesses,  and  also  of  such  other  circumstances  as 
would  be  sufficient  to  prove  the  will  upon  the  trial  of  an 
action."  This  provision  does  not  materially  differ  from  that 
contained  in  chapter  460  of  the  Laws  of  1837.  The  latter 
has  often  been  under  consideration  by  the  courts  of  this  state. 
In  BuUer  agt.  Benson  (1  Barh.y  526  [1847] ),  it  was  decided  at 
the  Washington  special  term  of  the  supreme  court,   that 
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*^  when  the  witnesses  are  dead,  or  from  lapse  of  time  do  not 
remember  the  circomstances  attending  the  attestation,  the 
law,  after  the  diligent  production  of  all  the  evidence  then 
existing,  if  there  are  no  circnmstances  of  suspicion,  presumes 
the  instrument  properly  executed,  particularly  where  the 
attestation  clause  is  f  ulL" 

In  J^elson  agt.  McChffert  (31  Barb.  Ch.,  158  [1848]  )  the 
same  doctrine  was  maintained  by  the  chancellor. 

It  was  again  asserted  by  the  surrogate  of  this  county  in 
PeMes  agt.  Case  (2  Bradf.^  226, 1862),  and  by  the  Madison 
general  term  of  the  supreme  court  in  Cheeney  agt  Arnold, 
(ISjBarS.,  434[1854]). 

The  facts  in  the  case  of  Orser  agt.  Orset  (24  N.  Y,^  51 
[1861]  )  were  almost  precisely  like  those  with  which  we  have 
here  to  deal.  The  attestation  clause  was  full.  There  were 
two  subscribing  witnesses,  one  of  whom  had  died  before  trial. 
His  signature  was  proved,  and,  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  body 
of  the  instrument  was  shown  to  be  in.  his  handwriting.  The 
other  witness  was  examined,,  but  could  not  remember  that  the 
decedent  declared  the  instrument  there  in  question  to  be  his 
will,  or  that  he  acknowledgssd' his  signature  thereto.  Selden, 
J.,  pronouncing  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  "  A  will  duly 
attested  upon  its  face,  the  signatures  to  which  are  all  genuincy 
may  be  admitted  to  probate,  although  none  of  the  subscrib- 
ing witnesses  are  able  to  swear  from  recollection  that  the 
formalities  required  by  the  statute  were  complied  with,  and 
even  although  some  of  them  should  swear  positively  that  they 
were  not,  if  tlie  other  evidence  warrants  the  inference  that 
they  were." 

The  court  held  that,  upon  the  facts  there  appearing,  the 
jury  were  wan-anted  in  finding  the  due  execution  of  the  wilL 

Moore  agt.  Oriswold  (1  Redf.^  388  [1863])  sustained  the 
proposition  that,  in  the  absence  of  suspicious  circumstances 
or  contradictory  evidence,  proof  of  the  signatures  of  the  tes- 
tator and  of  the  deceajsed,  subscribing  witnesses,  were  sufficient 
to  establish  the  execution  of  a  will. 
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In  Bider  agt.  Legg  (51  Barb.y  260  [1868])  at  the  Rensselaer 
special  term,  a  will  was  established  upon  proof  of  the  signa- 
tures of  the  testator  and  of  two  subscribing  witnesses,  both 
of  whom  were  dead.  There  was  a  full  attestation  clause  and 
an  absence  of  circumstances  calculated  to  arouse  suspicion. 
The  court  cited,  with  approval,  some  of  the  cases  above 
named,  as  well  as  Brinkerhoff  agt.  Bemsen  (8  PaigCj  491 
[1840]) ;  Chaffs  agt.  Baptist  Miss.  Con.  (10  Paige,  85  [1843]) ; 
EveriU  agt.  EveriU  (41  Barb^,  385  [1864]) ;  and  Zaiorence 
agt.  JVorton  (45  Barky  448  [1866]). 

In  the  Matter  (f  KeUum  (52  N'.  F.,  617  [1873]),  chief 
justice  Church,  pronouncing  the  opinion  of  the  court,  declared 
that  whenever  the  attestation  clause  is  full,  and  the  signatures 
are  satisfactorily  proved  and  the  circumstances  are  corrobora- 
tive of  due  execution,  and  there  is  no  evidence  disproving  a 
compliance  (with  the  requirements  of  the  statute),  it  may  be 
justly  presumed  that  all  those  requirements  have  been  observed^ 
^^  although  the  witnesses  are  unable  to  recollect  the  execution 
or  what  took  place  at  the  time." 

In  Braum  agt.  Clark  (77  N.  F.,  369  [1879]),  in  Rugg  agt. 
Bif^g  (83  N.  r.,  592  [1881]),  and  In  MaMer  of  Bepoan  (91 
N.  Y.J  255  [1883]),  the  court  of  appeals  reasserted  the  prop- 
osition tiiat  where  a  will  contained  a  full  attestation  clause, 
the  mere  non-recollection  of  a  witness  in  respect  to  the  cir- 
cumstances (Of  its  execution  would  not  justify  a  finding  that 
the  statutory  requirements  had  been  disregarded. 

Upon  the  authorities  which  I  have  cited,  and  in  the  absence 
of  any  circumstances  throwing  doubt  or  suspicion  upon  the 
genuineness  of  the  instrument  here  propounded,  I  hold  that 
that  instniment  is  entitled  to  probate.  A  decree  may  be 
entered  accordingly. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Petition  of  the  United  States  for  the 

appointment  of  t^ommiRsioners,  &c. 

The  Harlem  widening —  CoMtitutionaX  law  —  ConUUuUonaJity  of  chapter  147 
of  the  Laws  of  1876  in.  relation  to  the  improvement  of  the  Harlem  river  and 
8puyten  DuyvU  creek,  and  the  varUme  acte  amendatory  Hiereof  uplUUL 

• 

On  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  by  the  supreme  court  denying  a  motion 
to  vacate  certain  orders  by  whicli  the  commissiongrs  of  estimate  and 
assessment  were  appointed  to  carry  into  effect  an  act  entitled  '*A.n  act 
granting  to  the  United  States  the  right  to  acquire  the  right  of  way 
necessary  for  the  improvement  of  the  Harlem  river  and  Spuyten  Duyvil 
creek,  and  for  the  construction  of  another  channel  from  the  North  river 
to  the  East  river,  through  the  Harlem  kills,  and  ceding  jurisdiction  over 
the  same  "  {La/we  of  1876,  cfMp,  147,  ae  amended  by  chap.  845  of  the  Laws 
of  1879).  The  orders  were  made  in  the  course  of  proceedingi  instituted 
by  the  United  States  through  petition  dated  October  8, 1879,  addressed 
to  the  supreme  court  of  this  state,  setting  forth  a  desire  to  acquire  cer- 
tain described  lands  as  necessary  for  the  construction  and  use  of  the 
improvement,  and  other  allegati(yis  required  by  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  relating  thereto : 

Held,  first,  that  while  the  federal  government,  as  an  independent  sover- 
eignty, has  the  power  of  condemning  lands  within  the  states  for  its  own 
public  use,  it  may  lay  aside  its  sovereignty  and  as  a  petitioner  enter  the 
state  courts  and  there  accomplish  the  same  end  through  proceedings 
authorized  by  the  state  legislature.  The  state  may  delegate  its  power 
to  the  United  States  where  the  use  is  public  and  the  convenience  is 
shared  by  its  own  citizens.  Lands  may  be  taken  for  the  use  of  the 
people  of  the  United  States,  and  it  cannot  prejudice  the  proceedings  for 
that  purpose  that  they  are  instituted  by  consent  of  the  legislature  of 
the  state  in  which  they  lie,  and  in  a  way  prescribed  by  it,  made  to  con- 
form to  the  regulations  of  its  courts. 

Second.  The  use  for  which  the  land  is  sought  is  a  public  one. 

Third.  The  fundamental  doctrine  is  that  private  property  cannot  be  taken 
for  public  purposes  without  just  compensation.  But  this  need  not  be 
given  in  all  cases  concurrently  In  point  of  time  with  the  actual  exercise 
of  the  right  of  eminent  domain.  It  is  enough  if  an  adequate  and  cer- 
tain remedy  is  provided  whereby  the  owner  of  such  property  may 
compel  payment  of  his  damages.  This  means  reasonable  legal  cer- 
tainty. The  acts  under  which  these  proceedings  are  justified  make 
such  provisions. 

Vol.  LXVII        16 
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Fimrth.  The  subject  is  well  expressed  in  the  title  of  the  act  of  1876:  '*  The 
right  to  acquire  the  right  of  way  necessary  for  the  improvement  of  the 
Harlem  river  and  Spujten  Duyvil  creek,  and  ceding  jurisdiction  over 
the  same."  'rhe  act  itself  is  limited  to  matters  which  relate  to  that  sub- 
ject, or  which  are  implied  in  it  and.  are  necessary  to  make  it  effectual, 
the  acquisition  of  lands  by  purchase  or  compulsory  proceedings,  the 
manner  of  payment  and  the  mode  of  acquiring  means  therefor.  All 
these  are  incidental  to  or  parts  of  the  principal  matter  and  are  mate- 
rial to  the  accomplishment  of  the  general  purpose  {Affirming  8,  0.,  66 
Bow.,  517). 

Decided  May^  1884. 

Franklin  BarUett^  for  appellants. 

Samuel  E.  Lyon^  for  respondent. 

Danfobth,  J.  —  This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  by 
the  supreme  court  (Lawbenoe,  J.)  denying  a  motion  to  vacate 
certain  orders  by  which  commissioners  of  estimate  and  assess- 
ment were  appointed  to  carry  into  effect  an  act  entitled  "  An 
act  granting  to  the  United  States  the  right  to  acquire  the 
right  of  way  necessary  for  the  improvement  of  the  Harlem 
river  and  Spuyten  Duyvil  creek,  and  for  the  construction  of 
another  channel  from  the  North  river  to  the  East  river 
through  the  Harlem  kills,  and  ceding  jurisdiction  over  the 
same  "  {Lanjoa  of  1876,  cliap.  147,  as  amended  hy  chap.  345 
qf  the  Laws  of  1879.) 

The  orders  were  made  in  the  course  of  proceedings  insti- 
tuted by  the  United  States,  through  petition  dated  October  8, 
1879,  addressed  to  the  supreme  court  of  this  state,  setting 
forth  a  desire  to  acquire  certain  described  lands  as  necessary 
for  the  construction  and  use  of  the  improvement,  and  other 
allegations  required  by  the  provisions  of  the  statute  relating 
thereto  {Laws  of  1876,  chap.  147,  sec.  2.) 

The  appellants  have  a  standing  in  court  as  persons  whose 
lands  are  affected  by  those  proceedings,  and  in  their  behalf 
the  point  is  made  that  the  acts  in  question  are  unconstitutional 
and  void,  because, 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS  128 


Matter  of  United  States. 


1.  "The  right  of  eminent  domain  cannot  be  exercised  by 
one  sovereignty  for  the  nses  of  another,"  and,  therefore,  "  the 
state  cannot  condemn  lands  for  the  nse  of  the  general 
government." 

2.  Becanse  they  are  designed  to  take  private  property 
withont  making  just  compensation. 

3.  Becanse  the  title  of  the  act  offends  article  3,  section  16 
of  the  Constitution,  which  provides  that  no  local  or  private 
bill  shall  [contain  more  than  one  subject,  and  requires  that 
subject  to  be  embraced  in  the  title. 

Ifirtft,  While  the  federal  government,  as  an  independent 
sovereignty,  has  the  power  of  condemning  lands  within  the 
states  for  its  own  public  use  {Cooleifs  Const.  Law  \hih  edl\^ 
625 ;  Kohl  agt.  U.  &,  91  U,  S.  -ff.,  367),  we  see  no  reason  to 
doubt  that  it  may  lay  aside  its  sovereignty,  and  as  a  petitioner 
enter  the  state  courts,  and  there  accomplish  the  same  end 
through  proceedings  authorized  by  the  state  legislature.  If 
the  state  may  delegate  its  power  to  a  private  corporation  of 
another  state  for  the  benefit  of  a  canal  located  within  its 
borders,  as  was  held  by  this  court  In  the  Matter  of  .Peter 
Townsend  (39  N.  J".,  171),  so  it  may  to  an  independent 
political  corporation  where  the  use  is  public  and  the  con- 
venience shared  by  its  own  citizens  {GeLmer  agt.  Lime  Pointy 
18  (7aZ.,  229;  Burt  agt.  Merchxmti  Insurance  Co.y  106 
Mass,,  356.) 

That  the  use  for  which  the  land  is  sought  is  a  public  one, 
has  not  only  been  determined  by  the  legislature  {Laws  of 
1876,  supra;  sec,  6  of  1880,  chap.  65 ;  sec.  5,  as  amended  hf 
sec.  1,  chap.  214  of  the  Laws  of  1883),  but  is  also  apparent. 
The  river  and  the  creek  are  within  the  state,  in  each  the  tide 
ebbs  and  flows ;  the  improvement  is  beneficial,  therefore,  not 
only  for  the  purposes  of  the  general  government  in  its  control 
over  navigable  tide  waters,  but  will  also  provide  for  our  own 
citizens  through  an  unobstructed  waterway,  means  of  easy 
transportation  and  communication  between  the  North  and 
East  rivers.    Therefore,  whether  we  regard  the  principle 
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whicli  controls  the  exercise  of  eminent  domain  or  the  consti- 
tutions of  the  federal  and  state  governments,  there  would 
seem  to  be  no  reason  why  the  state  should  not  accept  the  aid 
offered  by  the  United  States  in  carrying  on  a  public  work  in 
which  both  are  interested.  The  state,  by  its  governor,  might 
take  possession  of  the  necessary  lands  under  the  authority  of 
tlie  legislature,  and  by  purchase,  or  through  proceedings  in 
the  courts,  deprive  the  owner  of  his  title  {Uade^  sec.  2104). 
So  might  the  United  States  {Codsy  sec,  2119).  It  would  be 
very  singular  that  that  which  either  might  do,  could  not,  with 
equal  propriety,  be  accomplished  by  both.  But  in  face  of  all 
this  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  argues  that  the 
statutes  before  us  {Laws  of  1876  amid  1879,  suprd)  are  not 
within  the  sphere  of  state  powers,  and  in  support  of  that  con- 
tention cites  Trombly  agt.  Humphrey  (23  Mtch.^  481).  In 
that  case,  however,  the  United  States  was  not  a  promoter,  and 
the  damages  when  assessed  were  to  be  paid  from  the  state 
treasury.  It  was  held  the  state  could  not  condemn  lands  for 
the  use  of  the  United  States,  or  assess  the  compensation  it 
should  pay;  that  such  appropriation  and  assessment  must, 
therefore,  be  provisional  and  subject  to  its  acceptance  and  rati- 
fication, and  so  the  court  refused  to  grant  to  the  landowners  a 
mandamus  to  compel  the  state  treasurer  to  pay  the  snm 
awarded.  This  feature  seems  to  distinguish  it  from  the  case 
before  us,  for  here  the  United  States  is  an  actor ;  is  itself 
moving  to  condemn  the  property  in  question,  and  has  actually 
appropriated  money  towards  the  desired  improvement  ( U,  S. 
Statutes,  vol.  60,j)p.  168,  372  ;  U.  S.  Statute  of  1874,  chap. 
457 ;  qf  1875,  chap.  134 ;  of  1878,  chap.  264 ;  of  1879,  chaj>. 
101).  In  that  the  state  undertook  to  act  not  for  its  own  ends, 
but  in  order  to  turn  the  land  when  taken,  over  to  the  United 
States  for  light-house  purposes,  provided  the  federal  govern- 
ment would  receive  it,  "  so  that,"  as  the  learned  commentator, 
who,  as  judge,  took  part  in  the  decision  says,  "  the  aid  of  the 
court  was  invoked,  not  to  enable  the  United  States  to  obtain 
lands  it  wanted,  but  to  compel  the  state  to  pay  for  lands  for 
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the  TJnited  States  which  were  not  wanted  ^^  {Coolejfs  Const. 
Law  [3rf  erf.],  note  to  page  526).  The  eJBfect  of  the  decision 
was  that  the  state  could  not  condemn  land  for  the  use  of  the 
TJnited  States,  so  as  to  bind  the  federal  government  to  make 
compensation. 

In  the  case  before  ns  the  legislature  provides  a  method  of 
compensation  to  the  landowners  independent  of  any  action 
by  the  federal  government  in  respect  thereto. 

Kohl  agt.  The  United  States  (mpra)  is  also  cited  by  the 
appellants.  That  case  decides  that  the  United  States  may 
exercise  within  the  states  the  power  of  a  sovereign,  and  con- 
demn land  for  its  own  nse,  by  proceedings  in  its  own  courts, 
and  is  not  compelled  to  resort  to  state  courts. 

Il^eitlier  proposition  is  in  issue  here.  That  case  does  not 
hold  that  the  federal  government  cannot,  if  it  chooses,  go  into 
the  state  courts  to  secure  the  same  end.  Darlington  agt 
United  States  (82  JPenn.^  382),  is  also  insisted  upon  by  the 
appellants.  The  decision  turned  upon  the  construction  of 
two  statutes,  one  of  the  United  States  the  other  of  the  state. 
The  validity  of  both  was  assumed.  By  the  first,  congress 
(17  U.  S.  Statutes  at  Large^  621)  authorized  the  secre- 
tary of  the  treasury  to  acquire  "by  purchase,  or  if  necessary 
by  condemnation,  "a  suitable  piece  of  ground  in  the 
city  of  Pittsburg,  for  the  erection  of  a  court-hmise"  and 
other  government  offices.  By  the  other  statute  the  state 
consented  to  such  acquisition,  and  provided  that  if  con- 
demnation were  resorted  to  the  laws  of  the  state  appli- 
cable to  such  proceedings  should  govern,  but  provided  that 
the  United  States  might  pay  the  costs  and  refuse  to  take  the 
land,  if  in  its  judgment  the  compensation  assessed  therefor 
was  excessive.  Under  this  act  a  petition  was  presented  to  thS 
state  court  by  the  United  States  through  its  attorney,  in  which 
these  statutes  were  set  forth,  and  also  that  three  pieces  of  land 
bad  already  been  condemned  and  a  fourth  was  wanted  ^^  with 
8  Tiew  of  selecting  one  of  them."  The  court  held  upon 
appeal  by  its  owner  that  proceedings  for  condemning  the 
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fourth  site  were  not  authorized  by  the  act,  and  that  in  other 
respects  the  petition  was  insufficient.  For  this  reason,  and 
not  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  state  court  or  capacity  in 
the  suitor,  all  proceedings  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  peti- 
tion were  set  aside. 

These  cases,  Tromhly  agt.  Humphrey^  Kohl  agt.  United 
States  and  Darling  agt.  United  States  {supra)^  do  not  aid  the 
appellants,  while  Gilmer  a^.  Zime  Point  and  Burt  agt 
Merchant^  Insurance  Company  {suprci)  are  opposed  to  their 
contention.  In  both  proceedings  for  the  condemnation  of 
lands  on  the  application  of  the  United  States  were  entertained 
by  the  state  courts.  Under  the  first  premises  were  condemned 
for  a  fortification ;  under  the  second  for  a  postoffice.  They 
accord  with  the  views  expressed  by  this  court  in  the  Tcrwmend 
case  {supra) ;  are  not  opposed  to  those  of  Kohl  agt.  United 
States  {sujpra\  and  contain,  we  think,  a  correct  exposition  of 
the  law.  If  lands  may  be  taken  for  the  use  of  the  people 
of  the  United  States,  it  cannot  prejudice  the  proceedings  for 
that  purpose  that  they  are  instituted  by  consent  of  the  legis- 
lature of  the  state  in  which  they  lie,  and  in  a  way  prescribed 
by  it,  made  to  conform  to  the  regulations  of  its  courts.  Nor 
was  the  action  of  the  legislature  in  this  case  without  a  pre- 
cedent. By  the  Laws  of  1847  (chap.  196)  the  state  consented 
to  the  purchase  by  the  United  States  of  lands  for  the  purpose 
of  erecting  a  light-house,  and  provided  that  if  the  title  could 
not  be  so  acquired  the  land  might  be  taken  and  damages 
assessed  by  inquisition  from  the  state  court,  in  like  manner 
as  if  it  had  been  taken  for  the  use  of  the  people  of  the  state, 
that  contingency  arose.  Upon  an  application  by  the  United 
States  to  our  state  court  for  a  writ  ad  quod  daminum  to  assess 
the  owner's  damages,  it  was  objected  in  his  behalf,  among 
other  things,  "that  it  was  not  competent  for  the  state  to 
assign  to  the  United  State  its  eminent  domain  for  any  pur- 
pose foreign  to  the  use  of  the  state ; "  but  the  contention  did 
not  prevail  and  the  writ  issued  (  United  States  agt.  Dumplin 
Island^  1  Barb,^  24). 
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General  provision  for  such  cases  was  also  made  by  the 
statute  (2  R.  S.j  111,  chap.  14,  art.  4),  which  provided  for  the 
assessment  of  the  owner's  damages  whenever  lands  were  taken 
for  the  Qse  of  the  United  States  by  consent  of  the  legislature 
of  this  state.  A  similar  clause  is  also  contained  in  our  pres- 
ent statute  {Codey  sec.  2119).  The  one  before  us  is  equally 
within  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  enact,  and  is  designed 
for  cases  yud  to  remove  difficulties  which  the  other  did  not 
provide  for.    The  same  principle,  however,  governs  both. 

Second.  The  fundamental  doctrine,  of  course,  is  that  private 
property  cannot  be  taken  for  public  purposes  without  just 
compensation.  But  this  need  not  be  given  in  all  cases  con- 
currently in  point  of  time  with  the  actual  exercise  of  the  right 
of  eniinent  domain.  It  is  enough  if  an  adequate  and  certain 
remedy  is  provided  whereby  the  owner  of  such  property  may 
compel  payment  of  his  damages  {Bloodgood  agt.  M.  and  S. 
Hailroad  Co,y  18  Wend.j  9;  Lyon  agt.  Jerome^  26  Wend.y 
486 ;  People  agt.  Hayden^  6  Z7iK,  359 ;  Rexford  agt.  Knight^ 
W  N.  Z.,  308).  This  means  reasonable  legal  certainty  {CUtp- 
ham  agt.  GaUe^  54  N.  T.^  146 ;  Sage  agt.  City  of  Brooklyn^ 
89  N.  y.,  189).  Have  the  acts  under  which  these  proceed- 
ings are  justified  omitted  to  make  such  provision?  The 
answer  to  this  question  depends  upon  the  law  as  it  existed 
when  the  motion  was  denied;  that  was  on  the  Ist  day  of 
February,  1884.  No  land  had  then  been  taken,  and  the  pro- 
ceedings to  that  end  were  inchoate. 

By  the  act  of  1876  {fihap.  147,  eec.  4)  it  is  made  the  duty 
of  the  commissioners  to  ascertain  and  determine  the  compen- 
sation which  ought  justly  to  be  made  to  those  owning  or 
interested  in  the  real  estate  appraised ;  and  section  5  provides 
for  a  hearing  of  their  report  by  the  courfr  upcm  notice  to  the 
parties  interested,  and  an  order,  if  it  be  confirmed,  dii*ecting 
to  whom  the  money  is  to  be  paid,  but  I  do  not  find  in  it  any 
provision  indicating  how  the  money  is  to  be  raised.  By  the 
amendment  of  1879  {phap.  345,  sec.  5),  however,  the  commis- 
sioners are  directed  not  only  to  ascertain  the  compensation  to 
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be  made,  but  also  "  the  amount  to  be  assessed  upon  the  real 
estate  benefited  by  the  improvements  and  establish  the  area 
of  real  estate  upon  which  the  amount  necessary  to  pay  the 
awards  and  expenses  of  such  proceedings  shall  be  assessed  by 
them."  Section  6  of  the  same  act  so  amends  section  5  of  the 
act  of  1876  as  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  the  assessment 
and  payment  of  the  awards  to  those  entitled  thereto,  and  a 
report  to  the  court  for  such  action  as  to  it  shall  seem  meet. 
It  is  only  after  these  things  are  done  that  the  United  States 
can  take  possession  of  the  property  or  the  owners  be  divested 
of  their  rights. 

In  1880  the  act  of  1876  was  further  amended  {Laws  of 
1880,  chap.  167) ;  and  in  1881  the  last  act  was  also  amended 
{chap.  61  of  the  Laws  of  1881)  and  the  comptroller  of  tlie 
city  of  New  York  authorized  to  raise  on  the  assessment  bonds 
of  the  city  the  sum  of  $50,000,  or  so  much  as  might  be  neces- 
sary to  make  up  any  deficiency  in  collection  of  the  sums 
assessed  under  the  statute  relating  to  this  improvement,  and 
from  the  proceeds  of  the  collections  and  these  bonds  pay  all 
sums  which  had  been  awarded  to  persons  interested  in  lands 
taken  for  it. 

Further  amendments  were  made  in  1883  {Laws  of  1883, 
chap.  214)  and  the  comptroller  of  the  city  of  New  York  was 
authorized  to  raise  upon  the  assessment  bonds  of  the  city  of 
New  York  a^sum  not  exceeding  $200,000,  and  to  pay  there- 
from the  several  sums  awarded  to  the  owners  or  parties 
interested  »  the  lands  taken,  or  to  be  taken,  for  the  purposes 
of  said  improvement,  and  declared  that  this  being  done  the 
United  States  should  be  entitled  to  enter  upon,  take  posses- 
sion and  use  the  lands  and  premises  for  the  purposes  of  the 
improvement,  and  all  pwsons  who  had  been  made  parties  to 
the  proceeding  should  then  be  divested  and  debarred  of  all 
right  and  interest  in  the  same.  This  is  quite  suffici^it.  The 
statute  not  only  provides  for  raising  the  necessary  money,  but 
for  payment  of  it  to  those  interested  before  they  can  be 
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requested  to  part  with  their  property.    Its  payment  is-made' 
a  condition  precedent. 

If  any  doubt  existed  as  to  the  force  and  effect  of  prior 
statutes  relating  to  this  matter  {Laws  of  1876j  chap.  147 ;: 
1879,  chap.  345;  1880,  chap.  65;  1881,  chap.  61;  1882^, 
chaps.  377,  410)  it  is  removed  by  the  one  cited  {Laws  of 
1883,  supra\  and  by  which  they  are  amended^  Up  to  the- 
time  of  the  passage  of  that  act  no  person  was*  aggrieved,,  no' 
land  had  been  taken,  and  eo  far  as  appears' no  one  complained^ 
of  any  wrong.  However  defective  the  origiival  act  might  be- 
in  respect  to  the  method  of  compensation  the  defect  miglit 
be  waived  by  persons  interested  {[n  re  Application  of  C'ooper 
to  Acquire  Lands^  9i^  If.  Y.y  507),  or  rights  of  landowners- 
relinquished  by  their  consent.  Until  their  property  was  inteiv 
fered  with  there  could  be  no  giround  of  complaint,  and  if  at 
that  time  compensation  was  provided  for  the-  ground  would 
be  taken  away.  So  far  as  the  question  now  before  us  is  con- 
cerned it  in  no  degree  affected  the  legaldty  of  tjie  proceedings 
under  the  statutes  for  the  appointment  of  eommissioners  or 
their  proccedijigs.  By  none  of  them  could  any  constitutional 
right  be  impaired. 

Third.  I  have  already  set  out  the  title  of  the  act  of  1876. 
It  is  not  fairly  open  to  the  objection  urged  against  it.  The 
subject  is  well  expressed :  "  The  right  to  acquire  the  right  of 
way  necessary  for  the  improvement  of  the  Harlem  river  and 
Spuyten  Duy vil  creek,  and  conceding.  j»idsdiction  over  the 
same."'  The  act  itself  is  limited  to  matters  which  relate  to 
that  subject,  or  which  are  implied  im  it  and  are  necessary 
to  make  it  effectual,  the  acquisition  of  land^  by  purchase  or' 
compulsory  proceedings,,  the  manner  of  payment  and  the 
mode  of  acquiring  means  therefor..  AIL  these*  are  incidental 
to  or  parts  of  the  principal  matter-  and  are  material  to  the- 
accomplishment  of  the  general  purpose.  This  is  sufficientr 
{Brewster  agt.  City  of  Sh/racu^Cy  19  i\^.  F".,  117;  Iri  r& 
Mayer,  50  If.  T.y  504 ;  Newsdorf  agt.  Duryea,  69  N.  Z., 
657 ;  In  re  Department  of  Pvblic  ParJcs^  86  If.  Z".,  437). 
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Some  other  objections  to  the  validity  of  the  statutes  are 
made  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellants.  They  assume 
that  the  indebtedness  created  by  the  city  of  New  York  under 
the  bonds  issued  will  be  for  other  than  its  owft  purposes. 
The  whole  argument  of  the  judges  in  TotomencPs  case  {supra) 
is  to  .the  contrary  and  applies  here.  In  that  case  an  artificial 
canal  was  deemed  a  proper  object  for  the  exercise  of  the  right 
of  eminent  ^domain,  because  it  inci*eased  the  means  of  inter- 
communication and  so  became  of  interest  to  every  business 
man  and  owner  of  property  in  that  city,  while  the  improve- 
ment now  in  question  will,  if  carried  out,  render  useful  a 
continuous  navigable  stream  within  its  own  borders,  thus 
.adding  to  its  producing  power  and  the  value  of  all  land  within 
those  limits. 

No  other  portion  of  the  appellant's  argument  requires 
notice.  It  discloses  no  error  in  the  order  appealed  from,  and 
it  should  tlierefare  .be  affirmed. 

AH  concur. 


K.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

<Gbo£oe  Lbi£QN3b  agt.  Joseph  Schwarzleb  and  Joseph 

Adams  and  others. 

2fechanM  lien —  Complaint —  Error  in  name  of  the  owner  in  notice  ofdaim 
can  be  corrected  in  complaint — W?uit  are  necessary  averments  in  com- 
plaint —  When  complaint  may  be  amended,  j 

An  error  in  the  name  of  the  owner  in  the  notice  of  claim  in  a  mechanic's 
lien  proceeding  can  be  corrected  in  the  complaint  by  detting  forth  the 
mistake  and  ayerring  the  true  owner. 

The  complaint  must  allege  that  there  ia  something  due  by  the  owner  to 
•the  contractor  under  the  contract,  when  the  action  was  brought  to 
enforce  the  lien,  but  an  amendment  may  be  made  in  this  respect. 

£quity  Temij  Aprils  1884:. 
George  F,  Langhein^  for  plaintiff. 
Julius  Zippmanj  for  defendants. 
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Daly,  C  J.  —  Tlie  question  in  this  case  is  whether  an  error 
in  the  name  of  the  owner  in  the  notice  of  claim  can  be  cor- 
rected in  the  complaint  by  setting  forth  the  mistake  and 
averring  the  tme  owner.  Formerly  this  could  not  be  done, 
but  now  [  think  it  can  be. 

"We  held,  in  Beala  agt.  Congregational  B^nai  Jeshurun 
(1  jE  D.  Smithy  ^S^)j  that  all  the  particulars  which  the  claim- 
ant was  required  to  specify  in  the  notice  creating  the  lien  were 
material ;  that  these  particulars,  in  the  language  of  my  f  onner 
colleague  the  late  judge  Woodbuff,  '^were  wisely  provided 
for  to  enable  the  county  clerk  to  make  the  proper  docket  to 
give  early  notice  to  owners  that  their  property  was  sought 
to  be  charged,  and  to  protect  third  persons  (purchasers  pr 
mortgagees)  by  apprising  them  of  the  alleged  claim,  and  that 
among  these  requisites  of  the  notice  no  one  was  moi-e  import- 
ant for  these  purposes  than  that  the  name  of  the  owner  should 
be  stated."  And  in  ConMin  agt.  Wood  (3  E.  D.  Smithy  662) 
we  held  that  the  omission  of  any  of  the  particulars  required 
by  the  statute  in  the  notice  of  the  claim  was  fatal  and  could 
not  be  amended.  In  accordance  with  these  early  cases  it  was, 
therefore,  repeatedly  held  afterwards  in  this  court  and  in  other 
Btates  {Hoffvian  agt.  Walton^  36  J/<?.,  613 ;  Hicks  agt.  Murry 
43  Cal.y  616;  Philips  on  Mechanic^  Liens^p.  484,  sec»  347) 
that  the  facts  required  in  the  notice  must  be  averred  in  the 
complaint  to  show  a  cause  of  action,  the  action  being  founded 
upon  the  lien,  and  that  if  the  notice  was  defective  by  the 
omission  of  the  name  of  the  owner,  or  of  anything  which  the 
statute  required,  it  was  not  amendable  and  that  the  action 
could  not  be  maintained. 

When,  these  decisions,  however,  were  rendered  the  lien  law« 
then  in  force  required  the  county  clerk  to  docket  all  the  par- 
ticulars contained  in  the  notice  of  the  claim  in  a  book  to  be 
kept  in  his  o£Sce  called  the  lien  docket.  The  acts  required  this 
docket  to  be  suitably  ruled  in  columns,  headed  "  claimants,*' 
"  against  whom  claimed,"  "  owners,"  "  building,"  "  amount 
claimed,"  "  date  of  notices,"  "  hour  and  minute  "  and  "  what 
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proceedingfi  have  been  had/'  and  that  the  names  of  owners 
and  personB  against  whom  the  claim  was  made  should  be 
inserted  in  alphabetical  order.  As  earlj  as  1^51  among  the 
particulars  required  to  be  stated  in  the  notice  was  '^  the  name 
of  the  owner  of  the  building''  {Laws  1851^  chaj>.  513,  sec.  4). 
And  this  was  required  in  all  subsequent  acts  down  to  the 
enactment  of  the  lien  law  of  1863,  by  which  act  this  was  dis- 
pensed with  and  other  material  changes  were  made.  All  that 
was  required  by  this  act  of  1863,  in  the  notices,  was  the  name 
and  residence  of  the  claimant,  the  amount  claimed,  from 
whom  and  to  whom  due,  and  with  a' brief  description  of  the 
premises  by  street  number,  diagram  or  boundary,  or  by  refer- 
ence to  maps  open  to  the  public,  '^  so  as  to  furnish  infoi'mation 
to  persons  examining  titles  and  the  supposed  owner."  This 
act  also  declared  {sec.  6)  that  no  error  in  the  owner's  name 
should  impair  the  validity  of  the  lien,  and  no  entry  was 
required  by  it  of  the  owner's  name  in  the  docket  as  in  the 
previous  acts.  It  simply  provided  that  the  docket  should 
contain  :  Ist,  the  name  and  residence  of  the  claimant ;  2d,  the 
person  against  whom  the  claim  was. made;  3d,  the  amount; 
4th,  the  date  of  filing ;  5th,  and  the  street  and  particular  place 
where  the  premises  were  located,  in  such  manner  as  to  be  con- 
venient in  searching  for  the  liens  by  street  or  block.  The  lien 
law  was  amended  further  in  1875  by  an  act  still  in  force 
{Laws  1875,  chap.  379),  which  act  {sec.  8)  required  a  state- 
ment in  the  notice  of  the  name  of  the  owner,  or  reputed 
owner,  if  known  {sec.  7),  but  did  not  require  any  entry  of  the 
oiyper's,  or  reputed  owner's,  name  in  the  lien  docket,  the  pro- 
visions jn  this  respect  being  substantially  the  same  as  under 
the  pr^peding  act  of  1863. 

Since  1363,  therefore,  the  name  of  the  owner  had  not  been 
required  in  the  lien  docket,  the  entry.of  it  being  no  longer 
deemed  nec^s6a^y  to  give  notice  to  the  owner  or  to  protect 
third  persons  purc}i^ing  or.  mortgagees,  and,  in  accordance 
with  that  and  the  s^b^equent  act  of  1875,  the  principal  docket 
];iow,  or  first  coiui;nn,  i^  fi  represemtation  of  the  street  and  block 
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"where  the  property  is  situated,  and  the  street  number,  that 
being  considered  with  the  other  particulars  sufficient  to  give 
notice  to  all  persons  who  can  possibly  be  affected  by  the 
creation  of  the  lien.  The  omission,  therefore,  now,  of  the 
owner's  name  in  the  docket,  as  also  the  provision  of  the  act 
of  1863,  that  no  error  in  the  owner^s  name  should  impair  the 
validity  of  die  lien,  shows  very  clearly  that  the  intention  was 
to  relieve  mechanics  and  material  men  from  the  obligation 
they  were  previously  under,  which  it  was  sometimes  difficult 
to  comply  with,  of  obtaining  the  name  of  the  owner  and 
inserting  it  in  the  notice,  that  it  might  be  incorporated  in  and 
form  part  of  the  docket  of  the  lien,  before  they  could  file  the 
notice  which  created  the  lien.  As  the  law  now  is,  the 
mechanic  or  material  man  may  insert  the  name  of  the  owner, 
or,  if  he  does  not  know  who  the  owner  or  reputed  owner  is, 
he  may  state  that  fact,  which  dispenses  with  the  name  of  any 
owner  in  the  notice ;  and  as  no  entry  of  the  owner's  name  in 
the  docket  is  now  required,  I  see  no  reason  why  the  lienor 
should  not  be  allowed  to  correct  any  mistake  or  error  in  the 
name  of  the  owner  in  the  notice  by  proper  averments  in  the 
complaint,  as  no  injury  can  arise  to  any  one  thereby  {IluhbeU 
agt.  Sehreyer^  15  Ahb.  [iT.  5.],  304,  per  Allen,  J.  /  Young 
agt.  Doying^  If,  Y,  Com,  Pl.y  8.  2T,  April,  1884  ;  Keenland 
on  Mechanic^  Liens,  208,  sec,  191 ;  Phillips  on  Mechanics^ 
Liens,  10). 

In  the  case  first  cited  of  HvUbeU  agt.  Schreyer,  which  was 
a  review  by  the  court  of  appeals  of  a  judgment  of  this  court, 
it  was  declared  by  Allen,  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  that  the  lien  law  was  a  remedial  statute,  as  furnish- 
ing a  summary  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  the  claims  provided 
for ;  and  while  it  was  to  be  strictly  construed,  so  far  as  to 
require  a  substantial  compliance  with  every  material  provision 
by  which  the  property  of  a  third  person  may  be  incumbered, 
and  a  cloud  put  upon  the  title,  by  the  mere  act  of  the  claimant, 
it  is  not  to  be  so  strictly  and  hypercritically  interpreted  as 
to  deprive  creditors  of  the  benefit  intended  to  be  conferred. 
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That  it  was  to  be  constraed  in  the  same  spirit  with  which  it 
was  enacted,  and  so  as  to  carry  out  the  benign  intent  of  the 
legislature,  by  which  nothing  was  to  be  taken  by  implication 
against  the  owner,  or  to  the  prejudice  of  his  substantial  rights, 
or  so  as  to  extend  to  persons  or  claims  not  clearly  within  its 
terms,  and  that  the  framers  of  the  statute  have,  in  a  measure, 
indicated  the  spirit  with  which  they  would  have  the  statute 
interpreted,  and  effect  given  to  it. 

In  this  case,  although  the  contract  for  the  work  was  made 
by  the  claimant  jointly  with  two  others,  and  he  united  in  the 
notice  that  the  claim  was  due  to  him  as  the  sole  creditor,  it 
was  held  that  this  did  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  lien,  as 
neither  the  owner  nor  any  one  else  could  be  misled  thereby  as 
to  the  particular  claim  intended  to  be  inserted,  and  as  to  which 
a  lien  was  sought  to  be  created.  If  this  was  held  in  respect  to 
the  name  of  the  claimant,  which  then  and  as  the  law  now  stands 
must  be  inserted  in  the  notice  of  the  claim  and  entered  in  the 
docket,  what  was  said  in  respect  to  the  liberal  construction  of 
the  statute  in  connnection  with  and  as  explanatory  of  this 
decision,  is  especially  applicable  in  support  of  the  conclusion 
I  have  arrived  at  —  that  an  error  in  the  owner's  name  in  the 
notice  may  be  cured  by  proper  averments  in  the  complaint, 
where  no  injury  to  the  owner  can  arise  thereby. 

In  this  case  it  appeara  by  the  complaint  that  Joseph 
Schwarzler  represented  and  stated  that  he  was  the  owner  of 
the  building  to  Joseph  C.  Adams,  who  did  the  carpenter 
work,  and  with  whom  the  plaintiffs  contracted  for  the  work 
done  by  them  ;  that  Adams  repeated  to  the  plaintiffs  the  state- 
ment that  Josepli  Schwarzler  made  to  him,  that  he  was  the 
owner ;  and  they,  believing  this  to  be  true,  inserted  his  name 
in  the  notice  and  swore  to  the  fact  as  of  their  own  knowledge ; 
that  after  they  had  filed  their  notice  they  discovered  that  the 
representation  of  Schwarzler  was  untrue,  and  that  his  brother, 
August  Schwarzler,  was  the  owner.  Joseph  Schwarzler  being 
the  builder  or  contractor  with  his  brother,  and  that  therefore 
they  had  made  him  (August  Schwarzler)  a  party  defendant  in 
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the  action  brought  for  the  enforcement  of  the  lien.  I  think 
they  may  now  do  this,  as  I  have  already  said  the  statement  of 
the  ownership  being  no  longer  material  to  the  extent  that  it 
was  in  the  prior  acts,  when  the  name  of  the  owner  was  not 
only  inserted  in  the  notice  of  the  lien,  but  had  to  be  incorpo- 
rated with  and  formed  a  part  of  the  lien  docket,  which  is  no 
longer  necessary. 

In  respect  to  the  case  of  McElwee  agt.  Sanford  (53  Ilow,^ 
89),  which  the  defendant  relies  upon,  it  will  be  sufficient  to 
say  that  the  changes  which  I  have  pointed  out  as  having  been 
made  in  the  lien  law  are  not  referred  to  in  the  opinion,  and  I 
suppose  were  not  considered. 

The  remaining  objection,  however^  is  well  taken.  There 
is  no  allegation  in  the  complaint  that  there  was  anything  due 
by  the  owner  to  the  contractor,  Joseph  Schwarzler,  under  the 
contract  when  the  action  was  brought  to  enforce  the  lien. 

It  has  been  held  that  this  is  a  necessary  averment  in  the 
complaint  {^Bailey  agt.  Johnson^  1  DaLy^  67,  and  oases  there 
died).   In  this  respect,  however,  the  complaint  can  be  amended. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Weston  Miller  agt.  Mabt  A.  Millbb,  executrix,  et  al. 

ChsU  and  disbursementi  against  executors  and  admni^ators  on  reference  of 
etaim —  Code  of  Procedure,  section  817 —  Code  of  Civil  Phksedure,  sections 

1835, 1836,  8246. 

» 

Where  a  claim  against  a  decedent's  estate  is  materially  reduced  upon  a 
reference  under  the  statute,  thus  making  it  plain  that  payment  thereof 
has  not  been  imreasonably  resisted  or  neglected,  neither  costs  nor  dis- 
bursements can  be  recovered  by  the  claimant  under  Code  of  Civil 
Procedare  (sees,  1885,  1836). 

The  law  granting  disbursements  as  a  matter  of  right  in  cases  of  this  kind 
is  in  the  Code  of  Procedure  (sec,  817),  and  section  8246  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  takes  the  place  of  this  section  of  the  old  Code  and  does 
not  give  disbursements  as  a  matter  of  right.    Disbursements  then,  like 
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costs,  are  to  be  awarded  by  the  coart  as  provided  in  sections  1835  and 
1836,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  {R  8,,  part  2,  title  S,  chap.  6,  mCw  87). 
They  do  not  belong  to  the  prevailing  party  in  such  cases  as  a  matter  of 
right. 

JFaurth  Department^  Oeneral  Term^  May^  1884. 

Before  James  C.  Smith,  P.  J. ;  Hardin  and  Barker,  JJ. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  special  terra  of  the 
Bnpreme  court,  made  by  justice  Follett,  denying  "disburse- 
ments "  incuiTed  upon  a  reference  and  trial,  under  the  statute 
(2  R.  5.,  88,  »eo.  36 ;  1th  ed.y  p.  2299,  sec.  86)  of  a  claim 
rejected  by  defendants  as  executors.  The  claim  presented 
was  for  $1,900.90  and  interest.  Plaintiff  recovered  $321.35. 
The  claim  was  for  work  and  services  rendered  by  plaintiff 
for  defendants'  testator,  from  1863  to  1876,  and  it  was  held 
by  the  referee  that  a  large  portion  was  barred  by  the  statute 
of  limitation. 

Oeorge  Adee^  for  appellant :. 

I.  Section  317,  Code  Procedure:  "Whenever  any  claim 
against  a  deceased  person  shall  be  referred,  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  the  prevaih'ng  party  shall 
be  entitled  to  recover  the  fees  of  referee  and  witnesses,  and 
other  necessary  disbursements  to  be  taxed  according  to  law." 
In  Linn  agt.  Olaw  (14  How.  508,  dtp.  510),  Harris,  J., says : 
"The  provision  in  the  817th  section  of  the  Code,  which 
entitles  the  successful  party  to  recover  his  disbursements,  can- 
not, I  think,  be  regarded  as  affecting  the  power  of  the  court 
in  proper  cases,  to  award  costs  as  in  an  action  to  the  prevail- 
ing party.  "  This  provision  was  only  intended  to  secure  the 
party  his  disbursements,  in  all  cases,  without  regard  to  the 
exercise  of  the  discretion  vested  in  the  court,  to  grant  or  with- 
hold costs."  In  this  case,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover,  as  matter  of  legal  right,  his  disbursements."  In 
Ridley  agt.  Fisher  (24  How.j  404,  405),  Marvin,  P.  J.,  says : 
"  This  provision  {of  see.  317,  Code)  is  imperative  in  favor  of 
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the  prevailing  party,"  and  at  page  408 :  "The  effect  of  this 
provision  is  that  now  the  claimant,  plaintiff,  will,  where  the 
report  is  in  his  favor,  recover  these  items  of  costs  without 
any  regard  to  the  fact  whether  the  claim  was  unreasonably 
resisted  or  neglected  {Newton  agt.  Sweety  Ex.^  4  How,^  134 ; 
Van  Sickler  agt.  Crraham^  7  How.^  208  ;  Avery  agt.  Aduirts^ 
9  IIow.j  349).  It  will  be  observed  that  a  distinction  is  made 
in  section  317,  between  "actions"  and  references  under  the 
statute."  Actions  fall  within  2  Revised  Statutes,  89,  section 
41  {Code  of  Civil  Pro.^  sees.  1835,  1836,  taJces  its  place; 
Jif organs  agt.  Skidman^  3  Abh.  N,  C.y  92 ;  Ilorton  agt,  Brovm^ 
29  Hun^  654).  But  the  recovery  of  disbursements  by  the 
prevailing  party  upon  a  reference  under  the  statute  was  made 
imperative  {Ridley  agt.  Fisher^  24  How,^  404,  supra ;  lAnn 
agt.  Claw^  14  Havo,^  508,  auprd). 

II.  Has  any  law  been  passed  repealing  that  clause  in  sec- 
tion 317,  Code  Procedure,  allowing  the  fees  of  referees  and 
witnesses  and  other  necessary  disbursements  "  to  the  prevail- 
ing party?  Chapter  417,  Laws  of  1877,  section  4,  did  not 
repeal  sections  311  to  322  of  the  Code  of  Procedure.  Chap- 
ter 245,  page  867,  Laws  of  1880,  section  1 :  "  The  following 
acts  and  parts  of  acts,  heretofore  passed  by  the  legislature  of 
the  state,  are  hereby  repealed,  namely:  Fourth,  page  369: 
The  act  entitled  "  An  act  to  simplify  and  abridge  the  practice," 
&c.,  called  Code  of  Procedure.  Now,  in  repealing  sections 
311  to  322,  the  Code  of  Procedure  {sec.  317)  would  be 
repealed  if  there  is  no  exception  or  reservation  of  the  same 
or  any  part  of  it.  Chapter  245,  page  367,  Laws  of  1880,  sec- 
tion 3,  page  374 :  "  The  repeal  effected  by  the  first  section  of 
this  act  is  subject  to  the  following  qualifications,"  viz. :  Sub- 
division 8,  page  375,  of  section  3 ;  page  374,  chapter  245 ; 
page  367,  Laws  1880,  supra :  "  It  does  not  effect  the  right  of 
a  prevailing  party  to  recover  the  fees  of  referees  and  wit- 
nesses and  his  other  necessary  disbursements  upon  a  reference 
of  a  claim  against  a  decedent  as  provided  in  those  portions  of 
the  Eevised  Statutes  left  unrepealed  after  this  act  takes  effect." 

Vol.  LXVn        18 
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III.  PlaintifiPs  claim  was  against  a  decedent,  and  referred 
as  provided  in  those  portions  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  left 
unrepealed  after  this  act  took  eflEect  (3  jB.  S.  [7th  ed,']^  2299, 
sec.  36),  it  having  been  held  imperative  under  section  317, 
Code  of  Procedure,  that  the  prevailing  party  upon  a  reference 
was  entitled  to  the  fees  of  referee  and  witnesses  and  his  other 
necessary  disbursements.  Chapter  245  of  1880  did  not  change 
the  rights  of  the  prevailing  party,  and  it  still  remains  impera- 
tive  upon  the  court  to  allow  such  items  to  plaintiff  herein. 
The  plaintiff  is  the  prevailing  party.  His  claim  was  rejected 
in  toto.  He  could  not  sue  in  justices'  court  {Code  of  Civil 
Procedure^  see.  2863).  He  recovered  more  than  fifty  dollars. 
The  defendants  could  have  saved  themselves  from  the  pay- 
ment of  these  disbursements  by  an  offer  of  judgment  under 
section  738,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  If  the  plaintiff  had 
not  recovered  more  than  was  offered,  he  could  not  have  recov- 
ered these  disbursements,  for  he  would  not  have  been  the 
prevailing  party.  The  defendants  intended  to  beat  the  plain- 
tiff out  of  every  dollar  or  pay  these  disbursements.  They 
failed  in  their  defense  and  ought  to  pay. 

IV.  It  is  not  peimitted  to  interpret  what  has  no  need  of 
interpretation.  .To  conjecture  is  to  elude  {Wattle,  look  2, 
chap.  17,  sec.  263 ;  Jdcjcson  agt.  Lwriis^  17  Johna.^  475 ;  S.  C, 
13  id.,  504;  W.  and  W.  T.  Co.  agt.  People,  9  Barb.,  161; 
PeopU  agt.  N.  T.  C.  E.  R.  Co.,  13  N.  T.,  7;  S.  C,  25 
Barb.,  199).  By  chapter  245,  Laws  1880,  the  legislature 
repealed  sections  311  to  322,  except  that  portion  of  section 
317,  which  it  declared  to  remain  in  full  force.  This  reserva- 
tion or  exception  is  as  broa4  and  in  the  identical  language  of 
the  original  section.  In  Peck  agt.  Peck  (60  How.,  206 ;  8 
Abb.  If.  C,  400)  Labhemobe,  J.,  holds  "  that  the  exception 
in  chapter  245,  Laws  of  1880  ([3],^.  367  [4],  js?.  ZQ^ofsec.  49, 
2  i?.  S.,  146)  rendered  inoperative  section  1761  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure."  This  case  is  right  in  point.  In  Ely 
agt.  Ealton  (15  If.  T.,  595,  at  p.  598)  Denio,  C.  J.,  says: 
"The  portion  of  the  amended  sections  which  are  merely 
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copied  without  change  are  not  to  be  considered  as  repealed 
and  again  enacted,  but  to  have  been  the  law  all  along,  and 
the  new  parts  or  the  changed  portions  {Code  of  Civil  Pro.y 
sees.  1835, 1836)  are  not  to  be  taken  to  have  been  the  law  at 
any  time  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  amended  act."  Smithes 
Commentaries  on  Statute  and  Constitutional  Law  {p.  711, 
sec.  577) :  "  A  saving  must  be  of  a  thing  in  esse.  The  nature 
of  a  saving  is  to  preserve  a  former  right  and  not  to  give  or 
create  a  new  one."  Smithes  Commentaries  {aupra^  p.  712, 
sec.  578) :  "A  proviso  is  something  engrafted  upon  a  preced- 
ing enactment.  It  was  held  by  all  the  barons  of  the  exchequer 
that  where  the  proviso  of  an  act  was  directly  repugnant  to  the 
purview  of  it  the  proviso  should  stand  and  be  held  a  repeal  of 
the  purview,  because  it  was  said  it  speaks  the  last  intention 
of  the  law-giver.  The  office  of  a  proviso  is  not  to  enlarge  or 
extend  the  act,  or  the  section  of  which  it  is  a  part,  but  rather 
to  put  a  limit  and  a  restraint  upon  the  language  which  the 
law-maker  has  employed  "  {In  the  Matter  of  Geo.  B.  WM  (24 
How.,  247,  249).  •  Consider  that  clause  in  section  317,  Code 
of  Procedure,  allowing  disbursements  to  the  prevailing  party 
an  entire  section  by  itself.  It  is  a  universal  rule  that  where 
the  exception  or  proviso  in  a  repealing  act  is  as  broad,  or  in 
the  identical  words  of  the  act  or  law  repealed,  noflhing  is 
repealed,  and  the  act  or  law  so  excepted  or  reserved  remains 
in  full  force  and  effect. 

V.  The  case  of  Daggett  agt.  Mead  (11  Abh.  N.  C,  116) 
was,  as  I  have  been  informed  by  judge  Murray,  decided  at « 
the  circuit  and  special  term.  It  was  stated  that  section  3X7, 
Code  of  Propcdure,  was  repealed,  and  sections  1835,  1836, 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  took  its  place.  Nothing  was  said 
of  the  exception  or  proviso  in  section  3,  subdivision  8  of 
chapter  245  of  Laws  of  1880.  Judge  Follktt  evidently  fol- 
lowed this  decision,  declining  to  overrule  judge  Murray  ;  and 
as  both  judges  say,  the  question  is  one  worthy  the  careful  con- 
sideration of  a  higher  court,  to  the  end  that  a  uniform  practice 
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may  be  bad  tbrougbout  tbe  entire  state,  and  one  rale  adopted 
in  tbe  vast  number  of  cases  referred  under  tbe  statute. 

Davie  <&  ArbucTde^  for  respondents : 

I.  If  tbe  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  bis  disbursements, 
it  must  be  under  some  provision  of  law  or  order  of  court. 
Section  317  of  tbe  Code  of  Procedure  provided  tbat  "  in  an 
action  prosecuted  or  defended  by  an  executor,  administrator, 
trustee  of  an  express  trust,  or  a  person  expressly  authorized 
by  statute,  costs  sball  be  recovered  as  in  an  action  by  and 
against  tbe  person  prosecuted  or  defending  in  his  own  right, 
but  such  costs  sball  be  chargeable  only  upon  or  collected  of 
the  estate,  fund  or  party  represented,  unless  tbe  court  shall 
direct  the  same  to  be  paid  by  tbe  plaintiff  or  defendant  per- 
sonally, for  mismanagement  or  bad  faith  in  such  action  or 
defense.  And  this  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  allow 
costs  against  executors  or  administrators  where  they  are  now 
exempted  therefrom  by  section  forty-one,  of  title  three,  chapter 
six  of  the  second  part  of  the  Kevised  Statutes ;  and  whenever 
any  claim  against  a  deceased  person  shall  be  referred  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  tbe  Revised  Statutes,  the  prevailing  party 
sball  be  entitled  to  recover  tbe  fees  of  referees  and  witnesses, 
and  otb«r  necessary  disbursements,  to  be  taxed  according  to  law. 
And  tbe  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  in  tbe  cases  mentioned  in 
this  section,  require,  plaintiff  then  to  give  security  for  costs." 
By  this  section  of  the  old  Code  it  is  expressly  provided  that 
the  "  prevailing  party  "  shall  recover  his  disbursements.  The 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  has  substituted  section  3246  for 
section  317  of  the  old  Code ;  section  3246  provides  as  follows : 
'^  In  an  action  brought  by  and  against  an  executor  or  admin- 
istrator in  his  representative  capacity,  or  the  trustee  of  an 
express  irust,  or  a  person  expressly  authorized  by  statute  to 
sue  or  be  sued,  costs  must  be  awarded  as  in  an  action  by  or 
against  a  person  prosecuting  or  defending  in  his  own  right, 
except  as  otherwise  prescribed  in  sections  1835  and  1836  of 
this  act ;  but  they  are  exclusively  chargeable  upon  and  collect- 
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ible  from  the  estate  fund  or  person  represented,  unless  the 
court  directs  thera  to  be  paid  by  the  party  personally  for  mis- 
management or  bad  faith  in  the  prosecution  or  defense  of  the 
action."  The  balance  of  section  317  of  the  old  Code  is  there- 
fore repealed  ;  and  it  was  only  under  the  repealed  portion  that 
the  "prevailing  party"  was  entitled  to  his  disbursements.  By 
section  3246  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  it  is  provided 
that  in  an  action  brought  by  or  against  an  executor  or  admin- 
istrator in  his  representative  capacity,  costs  must  be  awarded 
as  in  an  action  by  or  against  a  person  prosecuting  or  defending 
in  his  own  right  except  as  otherwise  prescribed  in  sections  1835 
and  1838  of  this  act.  Section  1835  provides  as  follows: 
*'  Where  a  judgment  for  a  sum  of  money  only  is  rendered 
against  an  executor  or  administrator  in  an  action  brought 
against  him  in  his  representative  capacity,  costs  shall  not  be 
awarded  against  him  except  as  prescribed  in  the  next  section." 
Section  1838  provides :  '^Where  it  appears  in  a  case  specified 
in  the  last  section  that  the  plaintiff's  demand  was  presented 
within  the  time  limited  by  a  notice- published  as  prescribed  by 
law,  requiring  creditors  to*  present  their  claims  and  that  the 
payment  thereof  was  unreasonably  resisted  or  neglected,  or 
that  the  defendant  refused  to  refer  the  claim  as  prescribed  by 
law,  the  court  may  award  costs  against  the  executor  or  admin- 
istrator, to  be  collected  either  out  of  his  individual  property 
or  out  of  the  property  of  the  decedent,  as  the  court  directs, 
having  reference  to  the  facts  which  appeared  upon  the  trial. 
Where  the  action  is  brought  in  the  supreme  court  or  in  a 
superior  city  court,  the  facts  must  be  certified  by  the  judge  or 
referee  before  whom  the  trial  took  place."  By  section  3256 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  the  party  to  whom  costs  are 
awarded  is  entitled  under  such  an  award  to  his  disbursements. 
It  follows,  therefore,  that  unless  a  party  is  entitled  to'  recover 
costs  in  an  action,  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover  disburse- 
ments. The  last  clause  of  section  317  of  the  old  Code  having 
been  repealed,  no  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
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provides  that  the  "prevailing  party"  can  recover  his  dis- 
bursements unless  he  is  entitled  to  recover  his  costs. 

II.  The  costs  and  disbursements  in  a  case  of  this  kind  are 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  can  only  be  awarded  to  the 
party  by  order  of  the  court.  In  this  case  his  honor,  justice 
FoLLETT,  lias  denied  costs  and  disbursements  to  either  party, 
which  decision  was  entirely  in  his  discretion  and  will  not  be 
reviewed  by  this  court.  In  the  case  of  Daggett  agt.  Meade 
{11  Abbotts  N,  C,  116),  his  honor,  justice  Murray,  holds 
tliat  under  sections  1835  and  1836  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, the  right  to  recover  disbursements  depends  upon  the 
allowance  of  costs. 

III.  Section  3333  of  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  is  almost 
identical  with  section  2  of  old  Code  and  defines  what  an 
action  is.  Section  3334:  of  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  is  almost 
identical  with  section  3  of  old  Code  and  defines  what  a  special 
proceeding  is.  The  case  of  Roe  agt.  Boyle  (81  N.  P".,  305), 
decides  that  "  a  proceeding  by  reference  under  the  statute  to 
determine  and  enforce  a  disputed  claim  against  an  estate  is 
not  an  action  but  a  special  proceeding  "  {See^  aisOy  Mowry  agt. 
Feet,  88  Jf.  F.,  463).  Section  3240,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
provides  that  costs  in  a  special  proceeding  are  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court. 

IV.  We  have  not  overlooked  the  repealing  act.  Chapter 
245,  Laws  1880,  section  3,  subdivision  8,  provides  that  "it 
does  not  affect  the  right  of  a  prevailing  party  to  recover  the 
fees  of  referee  and  witnesses  and  his  other  necessary  disburse- 
ments upon  the  reference  of  a  claim  against  a  decedent  as  pro- 
vided in  those  portions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  left  unre- 
pealed after  this  act  takes  effect."  But  this  exception  haa  no 
application  to  this  case  as  there  is  not  now  and  never  was  a 
section  of  the  Revised  Statutes  providing  that  the  prevailing 
party  should  recover  his  disbursements  as  a  matter  of  right. 
The  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes  now  in  force  is  section  37 
of  part  2,  title  3,  chapter  6,  and  was  first  enacted  in  the 
Revised  Statutes  of   1828  {See  vol.  2  of  that  edition^  page 
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89),  and  since  that  time  has  remained  unchanged  {See  7th 
ed.y  vol.  3,p,  2300).  This  section  (37)  provides  that  the  court 
may  confirm  the  report  of  the  referees,  "  and  adjudge  costs  as 
in  actions  against  executors."  Under  this  section  it  is  well 
settled,  prior  to  the  old  Code  of  1848,  that  in  proceedings  of 
this  kind  the  costs  as  weU  as  the  disbursements  were  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  and  also  that  the  term  costs  included 
disbursements  {Hobert  agt.  DitmaSj  7  Wend.j  522 ;  Newton 
agt.  iSweet,  4  Eow.^  134).  By  the  Laws  of  1861,  section  317 
of  the  Code  of  1848  —  old  Code  —  was  amended  by  adding 
the  clause  *  *  *  « the  prevailing  party  shall  be  entitled 
to  recover  the  fees  of  referees  and  witnesses  and  other  neces- 
eary  disbursements,  to  be  taxed  according  to  law,"  and  this  is 
the  only  provision  of  law  by  which  the  "  prevailing  party," 
as  a  matter  of  right,  has  ever  been  entitled  to  his  disburse- 
ments. And  all  the  decisions  awarding  to  the  prevailing 
party  his  disbursements  have  been  based  on  this  section  of  the 
old  Code  {Ifetoton  agt.  Sweety  4  Ilow^y  134;  liadley  agt. 
Fisher y  24  Jiow.^  404 ;  Munson  agt.  Howardy  12  Abb.y  77). 
The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  has  not  retained  this  provision. 
The  Revised  Statutes  never  contained  it.  The  section  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes  unrepealed  leaves  the  question  of  costs, 
including  disbursements,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

By  the  Coubt.  —  The  question  in  this  case  hafl,  we  think, 
already  been  decided  in  this  court.  But  as  we  are  not  able  at 
this  time  to  refer  to  that  decision,  we  will  briefly  state  our 
reasons  for  affirming  the  order. 

The  clause  in  the  repealing  act  {chap.  245,  Laws  1880,  sec. 
3,  s'ubd.  8)  does  not  affect  the  question  because  it  has  reference 
simply  to  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

The  law  granting  disbursements  as  a  matter  of  right  is  in 
the  Code  of  Procedure  {sec.  317). 

The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  {sec.  3246)  takes  the  place  of 
section  317  of  the  old  Code,  and  does  not  give  disbursements 
as  a  matter  of  right. 
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Disbursements  then,  like  costs,  are  to  be  awarded  by  the 
court,  as  provided  in  sections  1835  and  1836,  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  {Ji.  S.,  part  2,  tit.  3,  chap.  6,  see.  37).  They  do 
not  belong  to  the  prevailing  party  in  such  cases  as  a  matter 
of  right. 

Order  affirmed,  with  ten  dollars  costs  and  printing 
disbursements. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Helen  M.  Johkson  agt.  Samuel  E.  Johnson. 

Jurudiohon  in  divorce  —  When  record  of  foreign  court  binding  upon  pUnntif. 

The  plaintiff  having  brought  this  action  for  a  limited  divorce  from 
defendant,  the  latter  set  up  a  divorce  obtained  by  him  from  her  in 
Massachusetts: 

Held,  that  the  record  of  the  Massachusett's  court  is  binding  upon  the 
plaintiff  as  it  shows  all  the  facts  necessary  to  give  that  court  jurisdic- 
tion both)  of  the  subject  matter  and  of  the  parties. 

Special  Term,  AprUj,  1 884. 
H.  Robertson,  for  plaintiff. 
CharUd  W.  Brooke^y  for  defendant. 

Van  Vorst,  J,  —  This  is  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
for  a  limited  divorce  as  against  the  defendant.  The  parties 
were  married  in  August,  1865.  There  are  four  children, 
issues  of  the  marriage.  The  plaintiff  complains  that  in 
February^  1876,  the  defendant  abandoned  her,  and  has  ever 
since  failed  and  neglected  to  either  live  with  her  or  in  any 
manner  to  provide  for  her. 

The  defendant  in  his  answer  sets  up  and  alleges  that  by  the 
judgment  of  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  the  commonwealth 
of  Massachusetts,  in  an  action  pending  in  that  court  in  which 
the  defendant  in  this  action  was  plaintiff  and  the  plaintiff 
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herein  was  defendant,  it  was  on  the  4th  day  of  October,  1876,. 
ordered  and  decreed  that  the  marriage  then  existing  between 
the  pailies  to  that  action  be  dissolved  on  acconnt  of  the 
adultery  of  the  plaintiff  herein,  and  that  said  marriage  was 
dissolved  by  such  decree.  The  force  and  effect  of  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Massachusetts  court  is  the  subject  chiefly  litigated 
in  this  action. 

By  the  laws  of  Massachusetts  adultery  was  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  in  which  the  decree  for 
divorce  was  made,  a  cause  for  divorce  "a  vmculo  ma(/rir 
nwniV^  {Genl.  Slat,  of  Mass, ^  chap.  107,  sec.  6 ;  Pvhlic  Stat. 
of  Mass.^  chap,  146,  sec.  1). 

It  is  claimed  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  that  she  and  the 
defendant  had  never  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  within 
the  state  of  Massachusetts,  and  that  neither  of  them  lived  there 
when  the  husband  commenced  his  action  in  that  state  for  a 
divorce.  That  the  process  in  that  action  was  served  upon  her 
within  the  state  of  New  York,  and  that  by  the  laws  of  Massa- 
chusetts the  courts  of  that  state  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the 
parties  to  grant  a  valid  decree  of  divorce  {Oenl.  Stat,  of  Mass,^ 
chap.  107,  sees,  11  a/nd  12). 

By  the  record  of  the  proceedings  in  the  Massachusetts  court 
it  appears  that  the  libelant,  the  defendant  in  this  action,  in 
and  by  his  libel  described  himself  as  of  Boston,  and  he  alleges 
that  after  their  marriage,  which  took  place  in  the  state  of 
New  York,  he  and  his  wife,  the  present  plaintiff,  lived  together 
88  husband  and  wife  in  the  commonwealth  of  Massachusetts, 
at  Pittsfield. 

There  is  some  evidence  that  the  defendant  in  this  action 
was  personally  living  in  the  city  of  Boston  at  the  time  he  filed 
his  libel,  although  his  vsdfe  and  children  were  still  living  within 
the  state  of  New  York,  and  that  he  was  making  arrangements 
to  transact  business  there ;  and  thefe  is  some  evidence  that  he 
and  his  wife  shortly  after  their  marriage  were  temporarily 
living  in  Massachusetts  during  some  weeks  or  montlis.  It  is^ 
claimed  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  however,,  that  they  were 
Vol.  LXVn        19 
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traveling  through  the  state  and  made  only  a  short  stay  at 
Pittsfield. 

I  do  not  'deem  it  necessary^  with  reference  to  my  view  of 
this  case,  to  decide  whether  or  not  the  libelant  actually  resided 
in  Boston  when  he  commenced  his  proceeding  there,  or 
whether  or  not  the  parties  ever  Uv«d  as  husband  and  wife 
within  the  state  of  Massachusetts.  I  have  come  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  record  of  the  Massachnsetts  court  is  binding 
upon  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  showe  all  the  facts  necessary  to 
give  that  court  jurisdiction,  both  of  the  subject-matter  and  of 
the  parties. 

It  was  for  the  Massachusetts  court  to  determine  the  ques- 
tion of  residence  of  the  parties  under  the  allegations  of  the 
libeL  Kinniet'  agt.  Kinnier  (46'  JN'.  T.j  540)  holds  that 
*' the  question  whether  he  (the  libelant)  has  a  residence  there, 
so  as  to  enable  him  to  file  his  bill,  was  for  that  court  to 
determine,  and  although  it  may  have  decided  erroneously,  the 
decision  eannot  affect  the  validity  of  the  judgment.  The 
etaUts  of  all  persons  withiur  a  state  is  exclusively  for  that  state 
to  determine  for  itself.  A  wrong  decision  does  not  impair 
the  power  to  decide  or  the  validity  of  the  decision  when 
questioned  collaterally.'* 

I  hold  that  to  be  decisive  of  this  branch  of  the  case,  and 
its  effect  is  not  shaken  by  the  cases  which  are  cited  by  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff.  Nor  is  the  objection  well 
taken  that  the  court  never  obtained  jurisdiction  for  the  reason 
that  the  process  was  served  upon  her  within  the  state  of  New 
York.  The  objection  would  have  been  good  if  the  plaintiff 
had  not  appeared  in  the  action  or  proceeding  in  the  Massachu- 
setts court  {Shepard  agt.  Wright^  59  How.  Pr.^  512 ;  And^- 
son  agt.  Eaddon^  9  Abb.  N..  €,y  289).  The  record  of  the 
Massachusetts  eourt  shows  lihat  the  decree  for  a  divorce  was 
in  the  first  instance  obtained  upon  the  failure  of  Helen  M.. 
Johnson  to  appear.  She  made  default.  But  it  appears  that 
in  January,  1877,  and  within  a  few  months  after  the  decree, 
the  plaintiff  in  this  action  filed  her  petition  in  the  Massachu- 
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Betts  court,  asking  that  the  decree  might  be  opened  and  for 
farther  relief.  Upon  the  filing  of  her  petition  the  court 
made  an  order  requiring  notice  of  the  order  to  be  served  upon 
the  libelant  and  his  counsel,  returnable  on  the  first  Monday 
of  March  then  next.  The  libelant  appeared  by  his  attorney 
of  record  and  moved  to  dismiss  the  petition.  Afterwards, 
and  on  the  27th  day  of  March,  1877,  the  libelee,  by  leave  of 
the  court,  discontinued  her  petition. 

The  conclusion  I  have  reached  is,  that  this  action  on  the 
part  of  the  libelee  in  the  divorce  suit  in  Massachusetts,  was 
an  appearance  in  the  action  or  proceeding.    Her  petition  dis- 
closed all  the  facts  necessary  to  present  to  the  court  the  ques- 
tion of  jurisdiction,  and  having  intervened  in  that  way,  she 
must  be  deemed  to  have  appeared,  and  is  concluded  by  the  * 
decree.    The  court  gave  her  full  opportunity  to  present  and^ 
litigate  all  the  matters  disclosed  by  her  petition,  and,  if  there  - 
was  a  wrong,  then  and  there  was  the  time  and  place  to  have  - 
bad  it  adjusted.    The  court  had  ample  power  to  do  her  justice. 
That  this  appearance  was  after  the  decree  upon  her  default 
does  not  affect  the  quality  of  the  appearance  in  >  substance. 
The  court  had  got  full  control  of  the  proceedings  and  judg- 
ment.   And  having  in  this  way  submitted  both-  her  person 
and  her  cause  to  the  court,  she  cannot  urge  that  she  is  a 
stranger  to  the  proceeding  and  is  not  concluded  by  the  result. 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  cite  cases  showing  that  an  appear- 
ance in  an  action  gives  the  court  jurisdiction  over  the  person 
appearing. 

For  these  reasons^the  plaintiff's  complaint  must  be  dismissed. 


148  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Hein  agt.  DayidsoiL 


K  T.  COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

YioroB  Hbik,  respondenty  agt.  Alexander  Y.  Dayidbon, 

appellant. 

OtmsUtutumdl  lato  —  LidbQiiy  cf  tharifz — Ood&  of  (Xvil  Procedure^  secUora 
1431-1425  —  PravUums  of  these  iections  held  to  be  eonetUuUonal. 

Sections  1421  to  1425  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  which  authorize 
the  substitution  of  indemnitors  io  the  sheriff  as  defendants  in  his  place 
and  stead,  are  not  unconstitutional  (Beteteing  8,  0,^^^  How,,  S54). 

The  right  of  action  of  the  injured  party  is  not  thereby  taken  away  or 
rendered  ineffectual,  but  its  enforcement  is  simply  confined  to  the 
actual  trespasses. 

The  right  to  sue  a  specific  individual  is  not  a  constitutional  right  which 
cannot  be  taken  away  where  adequate  and  compete  protection  to  the 
right  of  property  is  left. 

Decided  Jwney  1884. 

This  action  was  brought  by  plaintiff,  as  assignee,  to  recover 
from  defendant  for  a  wrongful  seizore  by  him,  as  sheriff,  of 
the  property  of  his  assignor.  An  order  was  made  at  special 
term  substituting  in  place  of  the  sheriff  his  indemnitors  as 
defendants  under  sections  1421  to  1425  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  which  free  the  sheriff  from  liability  for  a  seizure 
of  property  when  he  has  taken  a  bond  of  indemnity,  and  the 
sureties  seek  to  be  substituted  as  defendants.  This  order  was 
reversed  by  the  general  term  on  the  ground  that  said  sections 
are  unconstitutional,  as  they  take  away  the  private  property 
of  the  citizen  without  due  process  of  law. 

Morria  Ooodha/rt^  for  appellant. 

jK  More.  Jr.^  for  respondent. 

Finch,  */.  — Those  sections  of  the  Code  which  free  the 
sheriff  from  liability  for  a  seizure  of  property,  where  he  has 
taken  a  bond  of  indemnity  and  the  sureties  seek  to  be  substi- 
tuted as  defendants,,  are  now  claimed  to  be  unconstitutional, 
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as  upon  the  groimd  that  they  take  away  the  private  property 
of  the  citizen  without  due  process  of  law.  If  the  property  of 
such  person  is  seized  by  an  officer  who  holds  no  process  against 
him,  and  who  therefore  is  a  pure  trespasser  without  authority 
or  jurisdiction  for  the  act,  the  injured  party  has  tis  right  of 
action  against  the  wrong-doer.  That  right  is  property.  It 
has  value ;  it  may  be  sold  or  assigned ;  it  will  pass  to  the  per- 
sonal representatives ;  not  only  that,  but  its  existence  as  a 
right  is  essential  to  the  idea  of  ownership  in  the  property 
seized,  for  while  there  may  be  possession,  there  can  be  no 
real  ownership  as  against  one  whom  the  law  permits  to  seize 
the  property  with  impunity.  Against  such  a  person  the  only 
possible  title  is  that  of  force.  When,  therefore,  it  is  argued 
the  sheriff  seizes  the  property  of  an  individual  without  process 
against  him,  the  officer  disappears  in  the  man ;  he.  becomes 
liable  personally,  and  any  enactment  which  takes  away  that 
liability  deprives  the  citizen  of  his  property  without  due  process 
of  law.  There  is  force  in  the  argument,  but  other  considera- 
tions are  to  be  stated  and  weighed.  The  provisions  of  the 
Code  do  not  take  away  the  injured  party's  right  of  action. 
That  remains  as  such,  unchanged  in  its  inherent  character,  but 
confined  for  its  enforcement  to  the  real  and  actual  trespassers. 
The  right  of  action  survives  the  restriction ;  the  ownership 
invaded  is  recognized  and  protected.  Neither  are  taken  away, 
but  both  are  preserved  under  the  sanctions  of  the  law.  The 
right  of  action  is  twofold;  it  inay  aim  at  a  return  of  the 
specific  property,  or  damages  for  its  conversion.  Both  remedies 
are  left.  If  there  are  several  trespassers  they  are  liable  jointly 
or  severally,  but  if  sued  severally  there  can  be  but  one  satis- 
faction, since  'there  is  but  one  loss  and  one  injury,  though 
committed  by  several.  If  the  legislature  releases  one,  but 
leaves  the  rest  liable,  it  may  diminish  the  certainty  of  redress, 
but  it  does  not  take  away  the  right  of  action  nor  destroy  the 
ownership.  The  injured  party  still  has  his  cause  of  action 
and  can  still  enforce  it ;  is  still  owner,  with  the  remedies  of 
an  owner.     When  he  sues  the  sheriff,  who  has  acted  on  the 
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faith  of  a  bond,  the  suit  is  really  against  the  sureties,  who 
stand  behind  the  officer.     When  they  are  substituted  and  the 
officer  released,  the  party  bound  to  answer  for  the  wrong  is 
changed,  but  the  wrong  remains  and  the  right  of  redress  is 
not  taken  away.     The  remedy  for  the  wrong  is  by  possibility 
removed,  but  in  no  respect  destroyed  or  made  ineffectual.    If 
the  injured  party  sues  in  replevin  it  is  of  little  consequence 
who  may  be  the  defendant,  since  the  remedy  aims  at  a  recovery 
of  the  specific  property.    If  the  action  is  for  damages  the 
.  indemnitors  whom  the  sheriff  deemed  sufficient  for  his  own 
safety  are  put  in  his  place,  and  if  the  plaintiff  doubts  their 
responsibility  the  court  is  armed  with  power  to  require  ample 
.-security,  which  power  it  is  to  be  assumed  will  be  justly  exer- 
^cised.    What  the  injured  party  loses  and  is  deprived  of  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  sheriff  and  his  bail,  but  only  on  the 
consideration  that  an  adequate  responsibility  is  put  in  its  place. 
The  plaintiff's  right  to  sue  to  recover  his  property,  or  damages 
for  its  conversion,  continues  with  its  normal  force  and  charac- 
teristics, and  is  affected  only  by  a  change  in  the  form  of  his 
remedy,  which  is  nevertheless  left  substantial  and  effectual. 
What  can  be  said  with  some  appearance  of  correctness  is  that 
in  case  of  a  trespass  the  remedy  of  the  injured  party  against 
the  wrong-doer  is  a  part  of  his  right,  an  element  of  his  prop- 
erty, and  so  a  change  of  the  remedy  invades  the  right.     That 
is  true  of  a  case  like  the  present  in  a  very  general  sense,  and 
if  given  full  scope  and  range  might  make  unconstitutional  the 
least  interference  with  the  remedy.    A  statute  of  limitations 
affects  the  remedy  and  through  that  may  indirectly  affect  the 
right.    It  leaves  it  narrower  than  it  found  it,  but  nevertheless 
does  not  change  its  substantial  character.    An  officer  holding 
an  execution  valid  on  its  face,  but  issued  upon  a  judgment  in  fact 
void,  and  levying  upon  the  defendant's  goods,  is  protected  by 
his  process,  and  the  injured  party  is  deprived  of  any  remedy 
against  the  official  trespasser  and  compelled  to  sue  the  real 
wrong-doer.     Are  we  to  say  that  such  doctrine  violates  the 
constitution  ?    Is  that  "  due  process  of  law "  which  is  abso- 
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Intely  void  as  against  the  injured  party!    The  man  who 
committed  the  trespass  goes  free  and  the  sole  remedy  is 
against  those  who  set  hun  in  motion,  but  it  has  never  yet 
been  supposed  that  as  &  consequence  the  constitution  was  vio- 
lated.    Several  cases  decided  in  the  courts  of  another  state 
are  commended  to  our  attention  {Fowler  agt.  Marty  53  loway 
42;  Craig  agt  Fowler^  58  lowa^  200).     The  first  of  these 
cases  arose  on  demurrer.    The  action  was  brought  to  recover 
specific  personal  property  levied  upon  by  a  constable  who  had 
been  indemnified  and  had  filed  the  bond  with  the  execution. 
The  statute  relied  upon  provided  that  in  such  case  "  the  claim- 
ant shall  be  barred  of  any  action  against  the  officer,    *    *    * 
if  the  surety  on  the  bond  was  good  when  it  was  taken,"  and 
gave  only  a  right  of  action  upon  the  bond  for  damages.     The 
courts  held  that  this  provision  took  away  utterly  the  right  to 
recover  the  specific  property,  and  so  hair-looms  and  articles 
of  personal  value  beyond  their  intrinsic  worth  were  liable  to 
be  taken  without  the  possibility  of  recovery.     The  last  of  the 
two  cases,  however,  went  further  and  held  the  substitution  to 
be  unconstitutional  as  applied  to  an  action  for  damages  merely, 
but  its  force  is  very  much  weakened  by  the  dissent  of  two 
members  of  the  court ;  and,  also,  it  should  be  observed  that 
the  officer  was  to  be  released  "  if  the  bond  was  good  when  it 
was  taken."    At  the  moment  of  the  substitution  the  bond 
might  be  worthless,  although  good  when  first  executed,  and 
so  in  practical  effect  there  would  have  resulted  in  possible 
cases  a  denial  of  all  remedy,  which  would  be  the  equivalent 
of  a  total  destruction  of  the  property  right.    The  question 
arose  again  in  the  same  state  over  the  sections  which  released 
the  officer  and  substituted  the  plaintifE  in  the  process  (JSiinberg 
agt,  Bahcocky  16  N.  Y.^  716).    But  it  was  carefully  pointed 
out  that  such  plaintiff  might  be  insolvent  or  non-resident,  and 
was  only  required  as  a  condition  of  substitution  to  give  secu- 
rity for  the  costs.    It  is  not  at  all  certain  that  if  these  statutes 
had  preserved  to  the  injured  party  his  substantial  rights  and 
left  him  with  a  complete  and  adequate  remedy  that  they  would 
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have  been  held  to  be  nnconstitutional.  We  think  that  the 
right  of  the  legislature  to  regulate  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
for  the  enforcement  of  rights  is  wide  enough  to  permit  it  to 
say  when  an  officer  acting  under  the  requirements  of  that 
procedure  may  be  sued  and  when  he  may  not  be,  provided 
only  that  he  is  not  shielded  so  as  to  deprive  the  citizen  of 
adequate  remedy  for  any  trespass  or  wrong.  The  doctrine 
of  the  federal  courts  has  gone  so  far  as  to  hold  that  a  tax  may 
be  assessed  without  notice  to  the  property  owners  and  col- 
lected, although  illegal,  and  his  possible  remedy  by  an  action 
in  equity  to  restrain  the  collection  of  the  tax  was  sufficient  to 
save  the  enactment  complained  of  from  the  condemnation  of 
the  fundamental  law  {McMiUen  agt.  Anderaariy  95  17.  aS,  37). 
Here  a  wider  and  more  abundant  remedy  exists,  and  we  do 
not  feel  safe  or  justified  in  saying  that  the  right  to  sue  a 
specific  individual  is  a  constitutional  right  which  cannot  be 
taken  away,  although  adequate  and  complete  protection  to  the 
right  of  property  is  left. 

For  these  reasons  we  think  the  order  of  the  general  term 
should  be  reversed  and  that  of  the  special  term  affirmed, 
with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


In  the  Matter  of  the  Petition  of  Martin  T.  MoMahon,  as 
receiver  of  taxes,  to  enforce  payment  of  the  tax  for  per- 
sonal property  imposed  upon  Thomas  Sullivan  and  Jambs 
Lbahet,  executors,  etc.,  of  Eliza  Moobe,  deceased. 

Taxes  on  personcU  property — Litibility  of  exemUors  and  adminigtraion  for 
taxes  imposed  upon  perwMd  property  in  their  hands  belonging  io  the  e^ate. 

Allegations  that  certain,  charitable  institutions  which  were  beneficiaries 
under  the  will  made  frequent  demands  upon  the  executors  for  the  pay- 
ment of  their  bequests  shortly  after  the  admission  of  the  will  to  probate 
in  1881,  and  that  such  requests  were  based  upon  the  urgent  need  of  the 
funds,  and  that  such  requests  being  complied  with,  the  exer.utors  when 
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notified  of  the  imposition  of  tlie  tax  for  the  collection  of  which  these 
proceedings  are  brought,  had  no  moneys  in  their  hands  applicable  to 
the  payment  of  such  taxes,  is  no  excuse  for  the  non-payment. 
It  was  the  duty  cf  the  executors,  before  appropriating  any  portion  of  the 
estate  to  charitable  purposes,  to  see  that  the  debts  of  the  estate  both  to 
individuals  and  to  the  state  were  provided  for,  and  if  they  have  omitted 
to  do  so  the  court  is  without  power  to  afford  them  relief. 

J'^ew  York  Chambers^  AprUy  1884. 

John  J.  Townaendy  Jr.^  for  receiver. 

Samuel  Untermeyery  for  respondent. 

Lawrence,  J,  —  This  proceeding  is  brought  for  the  purpose 
of  collecting  the  taxes  imposed  for  the  year  1882.  It  appears 
by  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Coraerford  that  in  the  accounting  of 
the  respondents,  filed  in  the  office  of  the  surrogate  March  10, 
1883,  said  respondents  charged  themselves  with  the  balance 
on  hand  of  the  estate  of  ISliza  Moore,  amounting  to  $4,284.73, 
and  that  the  final  decree  made  by  the  surrogate  directed  the 
sum  of  $3,279.36  to  be  paid  to  the  residuary  legatee.  This 
decree  was  filed  December  22,  1883.  The  affidavit  of  Mr, 
Sullivan  does  not  show  when  the'  personal  estate  was  paid 
over  to  the  residuary  legatee.  It  alleges  that  there  were  no 
assets  of  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  executors,  and  that 
they  have  no  funds  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  tax 
imposed  upon  the  personal  property  in  the  year  1883.  It 
does  not  allege,  however,  that  no  such  assets  were  in  the 
hands  of  the  executors  at  the  time  of  the  imposition  of  the 
tax,  nor  is  there  any  pretense  that  there  was  any  irregularity 
in  the  imposition  of  the  tax,  or  that  the  notice  required  by 
law  to  be  given  of  the  assessment  was  not  duly  given  and 
published.  The  allegation  that  the  charitable  institutions 
which  were  beneficiaries  under  the  will  made  frequent 
demands  upon  the  executors  for  the  payment  of  their 
bequests,  shortly  after  the  admission  of  the  will  to  probate  in 
the  year  1881,  and  that  such  requests  were  based  upon  the 
grounds  of  urgent  need  of  the  funds,  and  that  such  requests 
Vol.  LXVII.        20 
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being  complied  with,  the  executors,  when  notified  of  the 
imposition  of  the  taxes  in  1882,  had  no  moneys  in  their  hands 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  such  taxes,  is  no  excuse  for  the 
non-payment  of  the  tax.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  executors, 
before  appropriating  any  portion  of  the  estate  to  charitable 
purposes,  to  see  that  the  debts  ot  the  estate,  both  to  individuals 
and  to  the  state,  were  provided  for,  and  if  they  have  omitted 
to  do  so  the  court  is  without  power  to  afford  them  relief  {See 
my  memorandum  in  the  case  of  McMahan^  Receiver^  cfeo., 
agt.  Browny  Daily  Register^  March  18,  1884.) 


CITY  COUKT  OF  NEW  YORK. 

Charles  Edwabd  Tracy  agt.  The  Piillman  Palaob  Cab 

Company. 

NsgUgenee  —  Sleeping  ear  companies  —  Loss  of  property,  under  control  qf 

passenger — When  company  not  liable  for. 

While  sleeping  car  companies  owe  greater  duties  to  their  customers  than 
ordinary  railroad  carriers  of  passengers,  still  they  can  only.be  held 
liable  for  property  lost  while  under  the  control  of  the  passenger,  upon 
proof  of  some  fault  or  negligence  upon  their  part,  and  the  mere  fact 
of  such  loss,  imaccompanied  by  any  other  proof,  raises  no  presump- 
tion of  negligence. 

AprU,  1884. 

David  B.  Ogden^  for  plaintiff. 

Charles  B,  Alexander^  for  defendant. 

Hamilton  Cole,  Referee, —  On  February  9, 1883,  the  plain- 
tiff took  a  train  on  the  Pennsylvania  railroad,  leaving  Jersey 
City  at  nine  o'clock  p.  m.,  for  Washington.  He  had  secured 
a  berth  in  one  of  the  sleeping  caiife  of  the  defendant.  Upon 
retiring  for  the  night  he  took  off  his  coat  and  waistcoat,  put 
his  wallet  containing  his  money  and  some  valuables  in  the 
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left  hand  pocket  of  his  waistcoat,  with  his  watch,  rolled  the 
waistcoat  up  and  pnt  it  nT\(\^y  tha  i^fiide  pillow  ^^  ^'>  Y^jih 
When  the  plaintiff  awoke  in  the  morning,  the  watch  and 
waistcoat  remained  but  the  wallet  was  gone.     It  contained/ 
money  and  valuables  amounting  in  value  in  all  to  $215 ;  anq 
that  amount  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  in  this  action. 

The  cause  of  the  disappearance  of  this  wallet  remains  a 
matter  of  conjecture.  No  explanation  can  be  given  of  it.  In 
the  evening  it  is  there ;  in  the  morning  it  has  disappeared, 
and  at  this  point  the  evidence  stops. 

That  this  defendant  owes  duties  to  those  whom  it  carries  is/ 
certain.  What  those  duties  are  it  will,  I  think,  be  found 
impossible  distinctly  to  define  under  a  general  rule  which  shall 
l>e  applicable  to  all  cases.  It  seems  to  be  well  settled  in  prin^/ 
ciple  and  the  plaintiff  himself  concedes  that  such  duties  ari[ 
not  those  which  appertain  to  innkeepers  or  common  carriers. 
The  defendant,  if  liable,  must  be  held  so  upon  the  ground 
that  it  failed  to  perform  its  duties  towards  the  plaintiff,  and 
acted  negligently  on  his  behalf  thereby  causing  him  loss  and 
damage.  Now,  it  clearly  appears  in  this  case  that  there  is  no 
evidence  of  any  act  of  omission  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 
So  far  as  appears  the  car  in  which  the  plaintiff  had  his  berth 
was  cared  for  in  the  usual  way,  and  no  fault  therewith  was 
found  by  plaintiff ;  and  it  as  clearly  appears  that  there  is  no 
evidence  in  the  case  of  any  wrongful  act  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant.  Persons  unknown  to  each  other  and  to  the  com- 
pany are  expected  to  be  admitted  into  these  cars.  The  fact 
that  there  was  one  person  in  the  car  whom  the  plaintiff  con- 
sidered of  suspicious  appearance  can  hardly  be  considered  an 
act  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company.  The  passing 
of  persons  through  the  car  in  the  morning  did  not  necessarily 
show,  as  the  plaintiff  inferred,  that  the  doors  of  the  car  were 
open,  for  such  passing  may  well  have  been  confined  to  the 
inmates  of  the  car,  and  the  muttering  of  the  porter  when 
the  conductor  asked  him  if  he  had  been  asleep  does  not  estab- 
lish that  sleep  had  overtaken  him. 
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Outside  of  these  matters  I  fail  to  find  any  saggestions,  even 
of  negligence,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  The  case  is 
simple ;  the  wallet  was  there  at  night,  in  the  morning  it  had 
disappeared.  Is  there  anything  in  this  state  of  facts  on  which 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company  can  be  predicated  1 
The  plaintiff's  case  is  ajs  consistent  with  the  absence  as  with 
the  existence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and 
therefore  negligence  is  not  proven  {Bauleo  agt.  N.  Y.  and 
E.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  59  N.  F.,  366). 

The  case  of  PvUman  Palace  Car  Company  agt.  Oardnei* 
(29  AJh.  L,  J.,  8)  was  cited  in  the  supreme  court  of  Pennsyl- 
vania upon  the  argument  as  maintaining  the  plaintiff's  position. 
But  it  appeared  in  that  'case  that  the  porter  who  was  left  by 
the  conductor  to  guard  the  car  did  not  remain  at  his  post,  and 
much  stress  was  laid  upon  this  fact  as  evidence  of  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  company.  The  same  general  state  of  facts 
apneared  in  Woodruff  Sleeping  and  Parlor  Coa^h  Company 
agt.  Diehl  (j^Ind^y  474) ;  and  the  rule  there  laid  down,  and 
in  the  cases  there  cited,  was  to  the  effect  that  a  sleeping  car 
company  is  liable  for  the  want  of  reasonable  care  in  the  pro- 
tection of  the  property  of  its  guests. 

It  is  well  settled  that  in  the  case  of  passengers  upon  ordinary 
cars  the  company  are  not  in  general  liable  for  the  articles 
retained  within  the  custody  of  the  passenger.  In  Welch  agt. 
PvUman  Palace  Car  Company  (16  AhK  Pr.  [iT.  Z.],  352) 
the  general  term  of  the  superior  court  of  Buffalo  laid  down 
substantially  the  same  rule  in  regard  to  passengers  on  a  Pull- 
man car.  The  general  term  of  this  court,  in  Welding  agt. 
Wagner,  judge  MoAdam  writing  the  opinion,  held  that  no 
recovery  could  be  had  upon  the  mere  proof  of  the  loss  of 
property  by  a  passenger  in  a  sleeping  car.  The  same  was 
held  by  judge  Hyatt  at  niei  prius  in  Duncan  agt  Pullman 
Palace  Car  Company,  anSLb^  judge  Van  Brunt,  in  the  com- 
mon pleas,  in  Sewarde  agt.^pt^man  Palace  Car  Company  • 
and  these  three  later  cases  seem  to  me  to  lay  down  the 
true  rule. 
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Wliile  it  may  be  conceded  that  these  Bleeping  car  companies 
owe  greater  duties  to  their  customers  than  ordinary  railroad 
carriers  of  passengers,  still  they  can  only  be  held  liable  for 
property  lost  while  under  the  control  of  the  passenger  upon 
proof  of  some  fault  or  negligence  on  their  part ;  and  that  j 
from  the  mere  fact  of  such  loss  unaccompanied  by  any  other/ 
proof  no  presumption  of  negligence  arises.  The  plaintiff  has.' 
failed  to  show  in  this  case  any  want  of  reasonable  care  on  the! 
part  of  the  defendant  in  the  protection  of  his  property,  and 
he  therefore  is  not  entitled  to  recover  its  value. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

AirsoNiA   Brass  and  Copper    Company  agt.  William  0. 

Conner,  sheriff,  &c. 

BaB$euUon — Sheriffs  time  to  return  extended  by  stay  of  proceedings — When 
<idmission  made  is  available  upon  a  new  trial 

An  injanction  order  of  the  United  States  court  staying  the  sherilTs  pro- 
ceedings operates  to  extend  the  time  in  which  he  is  bound  to  make 
return  of  the  execution  by  as  many  days  as  he  was  under  stay. 

An  admission  made  on  which  a  decision  of  the  court  is  based  is  available 
upon  a  new  trial  of  the  action. 

General  Term^  May^  1884. 

Before  J.  F.  Daly,  Larehmorr  otm?  Van  Hoesen,  JJ. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  general  term  of  city 
court  affirming  judgment  of  trial  term  dismissing  complaint. 

Action  tor  failure  to  return  execution  against  Charles  G. 
Wilson's  property  after  sixty  days  from  the  receipt  thereof. 
Defenses,  among  others,  that  proceedings  of  defendant  were 


158  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Ansonia  Brass  and  Copper  Company  agt  Conner. 


stayed  by  injunction  issued  by  the  United  States  district 
court,  as  follows : 

"UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT   COURT   FOR   THE 
SOUTHERN  DISTRICT  OF  NEW  YORK. 

"In  the  Matter  of  Chables  G.  Wilson,  a  bankrupt. 

"/n  Barikraptcy, 

"  On  reading  and  filing  the  annexed  affidavit  of  Charles  G. 
Wilson,  who  lias  been  declared  a  bankrupt,  it  appearing  to  my 
satisfaction  that  said  Charles  G.  Wilson  has  been  adjudicated 
a  bankrupt,  a  merdiant  residing  and  carrying  on  business  in 
the  southern  district  of  New  York  for  more  than  six  months, 
and  that  the  Ansonia  Brass  and  Copper  Company  have,  by 
confession,  procured  a  judgment  against  said  bankrupt,  and 
has  execution  thereon  against  and  have  levied  upon  the  prop- 
erty of  said  bankrupt,  and  thereby  are  seeking  a  preference 
over  the  other  creditors  of  said  bankrupt,  and  that  Le  Post  Hub- 
bell,  Fred.  Hubbell  and  Dorcas  Stiles  are  seeking  to  procure  a 
preference,  &c. 

'^  Now,  it  is  ordered  that  said  Ansonia  Brass  and  Copper 
Company,  plaintiff  in  said  judgment,  and  said  Le  Post  Hub- 
bell,  Fred.  Hubbell  and  Dorcas  A.  Stiles,  and  said  William  C. 
Conner,  sheriff,  their  servants,  agents,  attorneys  and  employes 
are,  and  each  of  them  is,  hereby  restrained  and  enjoined  from 
interfering  in  any  way  with  the  said  property  of  said  Charles 
G.  Wilson,  a  bankrupt,  not  exempt  by  act  of  congress 
approved  March  2, 1867,  and  the  acts  amending  the  same, 
from  the  operation  of  said  acts,  and  from  any  interference 
therewith  until  the  further  order  of  this  court. 

"  Witness,  honorable  Samuel  Blatohfosd,  judge  of  said 
court  of  the  United  States,  at  the  United  States  court-room, 
in  the  <5ity  of  New  York  and  district  aforesaid,  this  27th  day 
of  November,  1876. 

[l.  s.]  "  GEO.  F.  BETTS, 
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And  that  said  order  was  granted  upon  affidavit  of  the  bank- 
rupt, the  execution  debtor,  and  was  not  vacated  until  Decem- 
ber 14, 1875-;  that  the  sale  of  property  levied  upon  by  the 
sheriff  was  postponed  until  said  order  was  vacated,  and  there- 
after, on  December  seventeenth,  the  property  was  sold,  &c, 

JH.  P.  Stafordj  for  appellant. 

Vcmderpodj  Oreen  <&  Cuming^  with  Henry  Thompaoriy  for 
respondeitt. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J.  —  When  this  case  was  last  before  us  on 
appeal  we  held  that  it  was  prematurely  brought ;  that  the 
injunction  order  of  the  United  States  district  court  stayed  the 
sheriffs  proceedings,  and  operated  to  extend  the  time  in  which 
he  was  bound  to  make  return  of  the  execution  by  as  many 
days  as  he  was  under  stay.  {Ansonia  B.  <&  C.  Co.  agt.  Con- 
ner, 3  Civ^  Pro.  B.j  88.)  We  so  held  upon  an  admission  in 
the  case  on  appeal,  made  upon  the  trial  by  plaintiff,  that  by 
order  of  said  district  court  the  sheriff  was  enjoined  and 
restrained  "  from  all  further  proceedings  under  the  said  exe- 
cution until  the  further  order  of  the  court,  and  that  said  order 
remained  and  was  in  full  force  and  effect  until  the  14th  day 
of  December,  1875.  On  the  new  trial  that  admission  seems 
to  have  been  withdrawn,  and  the  order  of  the  district  court 
was  put  in  evidence-,  as  to  which  order  plaintiff  now  raises 
the  question  whether  its  legal  effect  was  to  stay  the  sheriff  and 
his  proceedings.  Why  the  plaintiff  was  permitted  to  with- 
draw his  original  admission  on  which  the  former  decision  of 
this  court  was  based  does  not  appear,  for  it  waj?  available  to 
defendant  upon  the  new  trial  (1  PhiUip^  jEv.,  524  marg.p.  y 
1  Greenl.j  Ev.^  sec.  186.)  We  are  now,  however,  called  upon 
to  determine  the  effect  of  the  order  as  read  in  evidence. 

The  district  court  had  power  tio  make  orders  enjoining  any 
disposition  of  the  bankrupt's  property,  in  the  form  and  to 
the  effect  of  the  order  proved  in  this  case.  (  U.  S.  Rev.  Stai.^ 
6024.)    This  particular  order  forbade  interference  with  the 
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identical  property  held  by  the  sheriflE.  Authorities  are  cited 
to  show  that  the  court  had  no  power  to  make  such  an  order 
except  in  an  action  instituted  for  the  express  purpose  of 
attacking  the  judgment  {Smith  agt.  Mason,  14  TTaK.,  419; 
MarahaU  agt.  Knox^  16  TToZZ.,  551),  and  that  a  transferee  of 
the  bankrupt  so  enjoined  would  not  have  been  liable  for  a  con- 
tempt if  he  disobeyed  such  an  order.  {In  re  Matter,  8  N.  B,  i?., 
188.)  In  the  case  of  Ansonia  Brass  and  Copper  Co.  agt. 
Bahhitt  (8  Hun,  167)  it  was  held  by  the  supreme  court  that 
notwithstanding  an  order  of  the  district  court  enjoining  the 
sheriff  from  further  proceedings  he  had  the  right  to  go  on  and 
sell  the  property,  being  accountable  only  for  the  surplus  to 
the  assignee,  and  was  not  justified  in  giving  up  the  property 
to  the  United  States  marshal. 

In  the  same  case  in  the  court  of  appeals  (74  N.  Y.,  395), 
that  court  does  not  go  further  than  to  say  that  the  order, 
"  assuming  that  it  was  binding  on  the  sheriff,  who  had  no 
notice  of  the  application  for  the  order  and  wafe  not  heard  in 
respect  to  it,  did  not  assume  to  disturb  his  possession,"  and 
that  it  was  his  duty  to  retain  the  possession  and  sell  the  prop- 
erty to  satisfy  the  execution  and  to  take  all  reasonable  means 
to  protect  his  levy.  It  is  not  held  that  such  an  order  would 
not  excuse  the  sheriff  so  far  as  making  his  return  within  the 
statutory  time  is  concerned  if  he  obeyed  and  respected  it 
until  it  was  regularly  set  aside,  a  course  of  proceeding  which 
the  decent  administration  of  justice  required  of  the  officer. 
That  is  the  only  question  we  have  to  deal  with  here,  and  I  am 
inclined  to  adopt  the  views  expressed  in  the  city  court  on  this 
point  by  chief  justice  MoAdam  at  general  term,  and  by  justice 
Hall  at  trial  term,  that  on  the  mere  question  whether  the 
time  in  which  the  officer  was  to  make  his  return  was  extended 
by  the  injunction  order,  no  substantial  harm  resulting  there- 
from to  the  execution  creditor,  courts  should  hold  that  he  was 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his  obedience  to  the  mandate  of  the 
court,  notwithstanding  any  doubts  as  to  its  jurisdiction  or 
powers  in  the  premises. 
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The  jadgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Should  the  appellant  desire  to  h&Te  the  decision  of  the 
court  of  appeals  on  the  questions  of  law  not  definitely  settled 
by  its  decisions : 

1.  Whether  a  stay  of  the  sheriffs  proceedings  operates  to« 
extend  the  statutory  time  for  making  return  on  the  executioa; 
and, 

2,  Whether  the  order  in  question  having  been  obeyed  by 
the  sheriff  until  regularly  vacated,  operated  as  such  a  stay, 

I  am  willing  to  make  an  order  authorizing  an  appeal  for 
that  purpose. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Thb  Matob,  &€.,  agt  Joseph  Ketchum  et  al. 

LoM/dSard  and  tenant — Apportionment  of  rent — Bent  cannot  be  apportioned 
in  retpeU  te  Ume  in  t^  ^beenoe  of  a  statute  or  an  ea^ees  agreement  to  that 

the  city  leased  to  the  defendants,  for  wharfage  puiposes,  the  south  side 
of  pier  No.  51,  North  river,  for  a  term  of  years,  ending  in  1875,  the  rent 
payable  quarteriy,.  on  the  first  days  of  August,  November,  February  and 
May.  There  was  a  proviso  in  the  lease  that  the  lessors  might  at  any 
time  "  set  apart  for  their  use  any  or  all  of  such  wharves  as  they  may 
require,"  the  right  to  the  part  of  the  premises  so  required  to  vest  in  the 
city  for  all  purposes,  on  notice  being  given  to  the  lessees  by  the  comp- 
troller, the  rent  thereafter  to  be  equitably  reduced  proportionate  to  the 
part  of  the  premises  sot  taken.  On  the  9th  of  October,  1873,  notice 
was  served  requiring  the  whole  of  the  premises,  and  the  city  took  pos- 
session. In  this  aetion  to  recover  the  proportionate  amount  of  rent 
accruing  between  Avgust  ^rst  and  October  ninth: 

Held,  that  there  can  be  no  recovery,  because,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute, 
or  an  express  agreement  to  that  effect,  rent  cannot  be  apportioned  in 
respect  to  time.  The  act  of  1875,  providing  for  an  apportionment  of 
rents,  has  no  implication  to  leases  executed  before  that  date. 

Hew  York  Circuity  Jv/ne^  1884. 
Vol.  LXVn        21 
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This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  claimed  to 
be  due  to  the  plaintiffs  upon  an  instrument  in  writing,  dated 
April  25,  1865,  whereby  they  granted,  bargained,  sold  and 
assigned  to  the  defendants  "  the  wharfage  which  shall  or  may 
aiise,  accrue  or  become  due  between  the  1st  day  of  May, 
186S,.and  the  Ist  day  of  May,  1875,  for  the  use  or  occupa- 
tion by  vessels  of  more  than  five  tons  of  burthen  of  *  *  * 
the  sduth  side  of  pier  number  51,  North  river;"  such  instru- 
ment eontained  the  follo^ving,  among  other  provisions,  viz. : 

"And  it  is  hereby  expressly  understood  and  agreed  by  and 
between  the  parties  to  these  presents,  that  the  said  parties  of 
the  first  part,  or  their  successors,  may,  at  any  time  during  tlie 
continuance  of  these  presents,  set  apart  for  their  use  any  or 
all  such  wharves,  docks,  piers  or  slips  hereinbefore  mentioned, 
as  they,  the  said  parties  of  the  first  part,  may  during  the  time 
last  mentioned  require.  *  *  *  It  shall  be  the  duty  of 
the  comptroUfir  of  the  city  of  Now  York,  or  the  person  for 
the  time  being  lawfully  administering  the  office  of  comp- 
troller, to  notify  the  said  parties  of  the  second  part  or  their 
assigns,  in  writing,  when  any  part  of  the  said  premises  is  to 
be*  taken  by  the  said  parties  of  the  first  part  or  their  suc- 
cessors, and  from  the  time  of  the  service  of  such  notice  the 
right  to  the  part  of  the  said  premises  so  required  by  the  said 
parties  of  the  first  part,  or  their  successors,  shall  vest  in  them 
for  all  purposes.  But  in  every  such  case  it  shall  be  the  right 
of  the  said  parties  of  the  second  part,  or  their  assigns,  to  have 
an  equitaible  deduction  for  the  future  made  from  the  rate  of 
rent  in  this  lease  reserved,  to  be  ascertained  and  settled  by 
the  comptroller,  <3fr  the  person  lawfully  administering  the 
ofiice  of  comptroller^  and  the  rent  to  be  thereafter  paid  by 
the  said  parties  of  the  second  part,  or  their  assigns,  shall 
be  the  balance  remaining  after  the  deduction  so  made  as 
aforesaid." 

There  are  also  oovenuits  on  the  part  of  the  grantees  that 
i;hey  will  not  assign  any  of  their  rights  without  the  written 
voonaent  lof  the  grantors,  ;and  that  they  will  pay  the  annual 
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rent  of  $1,500  in  eqnal  quarterly  payments,  on  the  first  days 
of  August,  November,  February  and  May.  On  the  9th  of 
October,  1873,  notice  was  served  requiring  the  whole  of  the 
premises,  and  shortly  thereafter  the  plaintiffs  took  possession. 

Bowne,  one  of  the  defendants  herein,  subsequently  com- 
menced an  action  against  the  plaintifb  herein  to  recover 
damages  for  such  taking  possession,  claiming  that  it  was  a 
breach  of  said  agreement.  The  plaintiffs,  as  defendants  in 
that  action,  pleaded  as  a  counter-claim  their  right  to  recover 
rent  for  the  quarter  ending  November  1, 1873.  Upon  the 
trial  of  that  action  the  plaintiff  therein  was  nonsuited,  and 
the  judgment  recorded  was  read  in  evidence  in  this  case. 

Upon  the  tnal  of  this  action  a  verdict  was  directed  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiffs  for  (291.66,  being  the  proportionate 
amount  of  rent  accruing  between  August  first  and  October 
ninth.  The  case  was  reserved  for  further  consideration,  with 
leave  to  plaintifife  to  move  for  judgment  on  the  verdict,  and 
to  the  defendants  to  move  for  a  nonsuit,  notwithstanding  the 
verdict. 

A  W.  Wheder^  for  plaintiffs. 

-E  JU.  WrigJU,  for  defendant  Bowne. 

John  n,  Bird^  for  defendant  Grant 

Vann,  J.  —  The  judgment  of  the  court  of  common  plea» 
in  Bowne  agt.  The  Mayor ^  <fe^.,  was  not  pleaded  by  ajiy 
defendant  in  this  action,  and  hence  is  not  available  as  a  bar 
or  an  estoppel  {Krekder  agt.  TitteTy  62  If.  Z".,  372 ;  DaJr 
rymple  agt.  HamU  5  Hun^  111).  If,  however,  it  had  been  " 
formally  pleaded,  it  would  have  been  of  no  avail,  because 
the  defendants  in  that  case,  by  moving  and  obtaining  a  non- 
suit as  to  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action,  in  effect  submitted 
to  a  nonsuit  as  to  their  own  cause  of  action,  pleaded  as  a 
counter-claim.  There  was  a  virtual  discontinuance  as  to  their 
claim  against  the  plaintiffs,  which  was  not  submitted  to  or 
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passed  upon  by  the  court.  As  a  plaintiff  may  take  a  volnn- 
tary  nonsuit,  so  a  defendant  may  decline  to  submit  a  counter- 
claim for  adjudication,  and  in  either  case  a  subsequent  actii>n 
may  be  brought  upon  the  claim  {Jones  agt.  Underwood^  35 
5ari.,  211).  A  counter-claim  that  the  party  is  bound  to  pre- 
sent and  litigate  in  a  particular  suit  or  lose  the  benefit  of  it 
is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule  and  has  no  application  to 
this  action. 

The  decision  in  Bourne  a^.  Tke  Mayor^  <&c.y  although  not 
binding  as  an  estoppel,  would  be  vuluable  as  a  precedent  if 
the  queatiou  there  decided  arose  in  this  case.  That  action 
was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged  violation  by 
the  mayor,  &c.,  of  their  agreement,  termed  a  lease,  by  taking 
possession  of  the  pier  and  depriving  the  lessee  of  any  further 
use  thereof.  The  court  held  that  the  action  would  not  lie, 
and  dismissed  the  complaint  without,  so  far  as  appears,  stating 
the  ground  of  its  action.  The  only  point  necessarily  decided, 
thereforeif  was  that  the  mayor,  <&c.,  had  the  right,  under  said 
agreement,  to  take  possession,  which  is  the  theory  upon  which 
the  plaintiff  in  this  action  claims  a  recovery. 

By  force  of  the  agreement,  and  in. the  manner  therein  pro- 
vided, the  plaintiffs  had  the  right  to  take  possession  of  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  premises  in  question.  Upon  service 
of  the  notice  on  the  9th  of  October,  1873,  the  right  to  the 
entire  premises  vested  in  them,  for  all  purposes,  the  same  as 
if  no  agreement  in  relation  thereto  had  been  made  with  the 
defendants.  If  a  part  only  of  the  premises  had  been  taken 
the  defendants  would,  thereafter,  have  been  liable  only  for  an 
amount  of  rent  proportionate  to  the  part  of  the  premises  not 
taken.  As  the  whole  pier  was  taken,  the  entire  rent  ceased 
from  that  date,  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  premises  is  an 
implied  condition  on  which  the  tenant  is  bound  to  pay  rent. 
The  rent  already  earned,  though  not  payable  until  Itovember 
first,  has  not  been  paid.  There  is  no  provision  in  the  agree- 
ment that  rent  earned  bat  not  due  when  possession  is  taken 
by  the  city  shall  not  become  due^  or  that  it  shall  not  be  paid. 
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The  parties  provided  by  their  contract  that  an  "  equitable 
deduction  for  the  future "  should  be  made  from  the  rate  of 
rent  reserved,  but  did*  not  provide  for  any  deduction  from 
the  rent  already  earned. 

It  is  well  settled  that  an  eviction  of  a  tenant  by  his  land- 
lord from  the  whole  or  even  from  a  part  of  the  demised  prem- 
ises, suspends  the  rent  until  the  possession  -  is  restored 
(Christopher^.  Ausii/n^  11  iT.  T.y  216;  Pendleton  2^. 
Dyetty  4  Cow,y  581).  But  the  eviction,  in  order  to  suspend 
the  payment  of  rent,  must  be  an  unlawful  eviction,  where, 
by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  landlord,  the  tenant  is  deprived  of 
possession  (A?.;  Lewie  agt.  Payn^^  Wend.j  423;  Taylor'' a 
Landlord  and  Tenanty  sec.  378).  In  such  a  case  the  tenant 
may  recover  the  difference  between  the  value  of  his  lease  and 
the  stipulated  rent  {Chaiterton  agt.  Fox^  5  DxLeVy  64).  The 
recovery  of  part  of  the  premises  by  title  paramount  to  that  of 
the  landlord,  termination  of  the  tenancy  by  the  act  of  God 
or  the  law,  or  by  the  right  reserved,  voluntary  surrender,  &c., 
are  exceptions  to  the  rule,  for  in  such  cases  it  is  held  that  as 
tlie  landlord  is  not  in  fault  he  is  entitled  to  recover  a  propor- 
tionate part  of  the  rent  [Lawrence  agt.  French^  25  Wendy 
443  ;  Carter  agt.  Burr^  89  Barh.y  59).  - 

In  the  case  under  consideration  the  eviction  was  not  unlaw- 
ful. The  landlord  did  nothing  but  what  the  tenant  agreed  he 
might  do.  The  obligation  to  pay  the  rent  depends  upon  the 
enjoyment  of  the  premises  or  upon  the  right  to  enjoy  them, 
but  if  the  tenant  by  his  own  contract  consents  that  the  land- 
lord may  terminate  the  lease  or  take  possession  at  will,  it 
seems  equitable  that  he  should  pay  rent  to  the  extent  and  as 
long  as  he  occupies.  As  it  was  said  in  Walker's  case  (2  Coke^ 
59,  6 1 ,  part  3,  fol.  22) :  "  If  a  man  leases  three  acres,  render- 
ing rent,  and  the  lessor  ousts  the  lessee  of  one  acre,  he  shall 
have  an  action  of  debt  for  no  part,  but  if  the  lessor  recovers 
part  in  an  action  of  waste  or  enters  into  part  for  a  forfeiture 
or  by  surrender  or  by  special  condition  for  entry  into  part,  or 
if  part  of  the  land  be  evicted  by  title  paramount,  in  all  these 


166  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORXa 

The  Major,  etc.,  agt  Ketchum  BtaJL  \ 

cases  the  rent  reserved  of  the  lease  for  years,  which  is  a  rent 
service,  shall  be  apportioned."  This  case  seems  to  have  been 
generally  followed  and  approved,  and  it  may  be  regarded  as 
settled  that  where  a  tenant  is  evicted  without  fanlt  on  the 
part  of  the  landlord,  the  rent  will  be  apportioned.  Such 
apportionment,  however,  depends  upon  the  extent  of  the  occu- 
pation. In  this  case  an  apportionment  is  sought  that  is  based 
upon  the  time  of  occupation.  Without  any  satisfactory  rea- 
son for  the  distinction,  the  rule  in  such  cases  seems  to  be  different. 
"  If  rent  is  payable  quarterly,  and  the  tenant  be  turned  out 
before  the  end  of  the  quarter  the  landlord  loses  the  rent  of 
the  current  quarter,  for  rent  will  not  be  apportioned  in  respect 
to  time  {Taylor*8  Landlord  and  Tenant^  285,  %ec.  387 ;  CVmi% 
case,  10  CoJcCj  128 ;  Zule  agt.  Zw&,  24  Wend.,  76). 

In  Clunks  case  there  was  a  lease  for  fifty  years,  if  the  lessor 
should  live  so  long,  and  the  rent  was  payable  quarterly.  The 
lessor  died  at  about  the  end  of  one  quarter,  and  it  was  held 
that  no  action  would  lie  to  recover  the  rent,  because  the  rent 
^^  is  to  be  raised  out  of  the  profits  of  the  land  and  is  not  due 
until  the  profits  are  ts^en  by  the  lessee ;  and  that  is  the  reason 
that  if  the  land  is  evicted,  or  if  the  lease  determines  before  the 
legal  time  of  payment,  no  rent  shall  be  paid,  for  there  shall 
never  be  an  apportionment  in  respect  of  part  of  the  time,  as 
there  shall  be  upon  an  eviction  of  part  of  the  land." 

In  Zule  agt.  Zvle  the  term  was  five  years  and  the  rent  pay- 
able semi-annually,  with  a  reservation  by  the  lessor  of  the 
right  to  sell  at  any  time.  The  lease  was  terminated  by  a  sale 
of  the  premises  about  three  months  before  the  half-yearly 
payment  became  due,  and  it  was  held  that  the  lessor  could 
not  claim  an  apportionment  of  rent,  or  recover  the  portion 
that  had  accrued  since  the  last  rent  day,  in  the  absence  of  a 
provision  in  the  lease  to  that  effect. 

Judge  CowEN,  speaking  for  the  court,  said :  "  Even  where 
the  tenancy  was  determined  by  the  act  of  God,  as  where  the 
lessor  was  tenant  for  life,  and  died  intermediate  the  rent  days, 
the  rent  could  not  be  apportioned,  hence  the  statutes  (11  Geo^ 
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3,  chap.  19,  and  1  ^.  5.,  738,  see,  22).  The  objection  is 
stronger  again  against  the  lessor  who  pats  an  end  to  the  lease 
by  his  own  act  without  necessity.  It  is  enough  to  say,  how- 
ever, that  there  is  no  special  provision,  either  in  the  lease  or 
by  statute,  and  without  one  or  the  ether  rent  can  never  be 
apportioned  in  respect  to  tiine.^ 

In  Nicholson  agt.  Munnigle  (&  AUe9%  21 5),  it  was- held  that 
a  landlord  who,  in  pursuance  of  a  written  lease,  has  terminated 
the  tenancy  between  the  rent  days,  could  not  maintain  an 
action  for  rent  under  the  lease,  or  an  action  of  assumpsit  for 
use  and  occupation  of  the  premises  after  the  last  rent  day, 
prior  to  such  termination  of  the  tenancy.  The  result  is  the 
same  where  there  is  a  voluntary  surrender  of  the  lease  to 
the  landlord  before  the  rent  of  the  current  quarter  becomes 
payable  (  Young  agt.  Peyser^  3  Boaw.^  308). 

The  same  rule  prevails  in  equity  as  at  common  law.  Judge 
Stoey  says:  "No  apportionment  in  respect  to  time  was  in 
any  case  admitted  by  the  common  law ;  and  this  severe  doc- 
trine, artificial  and  unjust  as  it  seems  to  be,  was  scrupulously 
followed  in  equity  "  {Story* s  Eg,  Pr.^  sec.  476). 

The  act  of  1875  {chap.  542),  which  provides  for  an  appor- 
tionment of  rents,  annuities,  dividends  and  other  payments, 
according  to  the  time  which  shall  have  elapsed  since  the  last 
payment  became  due,  has  no  application  to  the  lease  in  ques- 
tion, which  was  executed  in  1865. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  there  can  be  no  recovery  in  this 
case,  because  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  or  an  express  agree- 
ment to  that  effect  rent  cannot  be  apportioned  in  respect  to 
time.  Wliile  the  premises  in  question  may  not  be  regarded 
as  real  estate  for  some  purposes  {2%e  Mayor^  (bc.^  agt.  Mabie^ 
13  N.  Y.y  15)  they  have  been  held  to  be  real  estate  for  other 
purposes  {Smith  agt.  ITie  Mayor^  i&c.^  68  N.  Y.y  652),  and 
from  their  nature  and  the  language  used  in  the  lease  and  notice 
to  terminate  the  same  I  think  they  must  be  considered  real 
estate  for  the  purposes  of  this  action. 

The  clause  in  the  lease  providing  for  an  equitable  deduction 
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for  the  future  from  the  rate  of  rent  applies  only  when  a  part 
of  the  premises  has  been  taken,  and  refers  to  an  apportion- 
ment based  on  the  extent  and  not  upon  the  time  of  occupation. 
The  rent  would  be  still  so  much  per  year,  payable  quarterly. 
The  price  of  the  use  per  day  would  be  less,  while  in  this  action 
the  plaintiffs  seek  to  recover  the  same  price  per  day,  but  for 
a  period  less  than  a  quarter,  or  at  the  same  rate  for  a  shorter 
time.  By  no  other  construction  can  adequate  force  be  given 
to  the  word  rate. 

The  verdict  must  be  set  aside,  and  under  th^  right  reserved 
a  nonsuit  entered. 


N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Thomas  E.  B&adt  agt.  William  M.  E^inosland. 

Samb  agt.  Carolinb  M.  Maoy. 

Busferceif  fee9  in  fcreolomre  actum$ — Haw  to  be  taixed^Btferee  cannot  mak$ 

a  vattd  contract  for  more  than  it<Uuiorjffee$, 

Referees  to  sell  in  foreclosure  are  entitled  to  nothing  more  than  the  fees 
that  are  prescribed  by  the  act  of  1869  (and  1874),  and  cannot  make  a 
valid  contract  for  the  payment  of  more  than  the  statutory  fees. 

General  Term^  May^  1884. 

Before  Larremore,  Van  Hoesen  and  J.  F.  Daly,  JJ. 

Plaintiff,  as  assignee  of  Chauncey  8.  Truax,  sued  for 
services  as  referee  to  sell  in  foreclosure  under  an  express 
agreement.  The  defense,  among  others,  was  payment  in  full. 
Several  adjournments  were  had  and  then  the  property  was 
sold  at  private  sale.    Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

WtUiam  WhaHey^  for  defendants  and  appellants. 

Stephen  L,  Brdgue^  for  plaintiff  and  respondent. 
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Yan  H0E8EN,  J.  —  The  disbursements  of  the  referee  for 
publishing  the  notices  of  the  sale  were  eighty-one  dollars. 
These  were  properly  allowed.  The  justice  also  awarded  the 
plaintiff  the  maximum  sum  allowed  bj  the  law  for  the  full 
performance  of  all  the  duties  that  are  devolved  upon  a  referee 
who  conducts  a  sale  in  foreclosure,  to  wit,  fifty  dollars.  The 
account  then  stood  thus : 

Disbursements $81  00 

Fees 50  00 

$131  00 
O. 
By  cash $100  00 

Balance $31  00 

For  the  sum  of  thirty-one  dollars  the  justice  gave  judgment. 
In  this,  I  tliink,  he  erred.  The  referee  was  entitled  to  noth- 
ing more  than  the  fees  that  are  prescribed  by  the  act  of  1869 
{Schermerhom  2Lgt.  Prouiyy  80  If.  Y.^  317;  Lochjoood  agt. 
Fox,  61  How.  Pr.^  522;  Maker  agt.  O'Connor^  61  Hou). 
Pr.y  103 ;  Guinnever  agt.  Carroll^  4  Z.  Bully  6). 

His  disbursements  were $81  00 

For  receiving  order  posting  notice  of  sale 10  00 

Not  more  than  three  adjournments 9  00 

Total $100  00 


It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  referee  has  been  paid  in  full. 
The  referee  could  not  make  a  valid  contract  for  the  payment 
of  more  than  the  statutory  fees.  The  law  condemns  and  will 
not  lend  itself  to  the  enforcement  of  such  contracts.  We  do 
not  feel  called  on  to  review  the  decisions  that  have  been  made 
respecting  the  binding  force  of  the  act  of  1869.  I  have  care- 
fully read  the  argument  of  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  but  I 
am  not  at  all  convinced  that  the  act  is  unconstitutional. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed. 
Vol.  LXVII        22 
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J.  F.  Daly,  J,  —  I  have  some  doubts  as  to  the  constitntion- 
ality  of  the  act  of  1869  and  1874,  that  question  being  now 
directly  raised,  but  I  am  constrained  to  foUow  our  general 
term  in  Lockwood  agl^  Fox  (61  How.^  522). 

Labbemobe,  J.,  concurred  for  reversal. 


K  T.  SUKROGATE'S  COURT. 
In  the  Estate  of  John  S.  Meteb,  deceased. 

Exeeuion  and  adminisiraicrs—  Their  wmmimofM,  "ktm  and  tohen  aUowed^^ 

When  chargeaMe  toith  intereet. 

It  is  provided  by  the  Revised  Statutes  {part  2,  chap,  6»  UtU  8,  art  8,  mc 
58  [8  Ban3e%  7th  ecL,  2308]),  that  **  on  the  ietOement  of  the  aeeount"  of  am 
executor  or  administrator  he  shall  be  allowed  for  his  services  certain 
commissions. . 

Such  officer  is  chargeable  with  interest  on  supis  appropriated  by  him  in 
payment  of  commissions  in  advance  of  their  allowance  by  the  surrogate. 

Where  an  administrator,  in  January,  1878,  deposited  to  his  own  credit  in 
a  bank  certain  moneys  belonging  to  the  estate,  where  tliey  were  mingled 
with  his  own  funds: 

EiM,  that  if  the  withdrawal  of  such  moneys  by  the  administrator  and 
his  deposit  of  that  sum  to  his  private  account  is  to  be  deemed  an  appro- 
priation by  him  of  his  commissions,  he  should  be  held  accountable  for 
interest  thereon. 

And  if  he  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  having  practically  transferred  these 
funds  to  himself  under  a  claim  of  right,  but  rather  as  having  held  them 
as  estate  funds  to  be  accounted  for,  then  he  is  chargeable  with  interest 
for  having  failed,  since  January,  1878,  to  make  such  use  of  them  as 
would  restdt  in  some  advantage  to  the  estate. 

Juney  1884. 

Rollins,  S. — The  account  of  the  administrator  and  admin- 
istratrix of  this  estate  shows  that  they  have  in  their  hands  a 
balance  of  $2,918.38. 

I  am  asked  to  determine  whether,  under  the  circumstances 
disclosed  by  the  evidence,  they  are  chargeable  with  interest 
upon  that  amount  or  upon  any  portion  thereof. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS  171 

Estate  of  Meyer. 

It  appears  by  the  testimony  that,  in  March,  1876,  the  busi- 
ness of  administering  this  estate  was  nearly  completed.  Its 
cash  assets  then  amounted  to  about  $1,763.48.  It  had,  besides, 
an  unsettled  claim  which,  in  February,  1882,  was  compro- 
mised with  the  sanction  of  the  surrogate,  and  from  which  the 
administrator  received,  in  March,  1882,  the  sum  of  $1,147. 
There  subsequently  came  to  his  hands  from  another  source 
eight  dollars  and  seventy  cents.  The  aggregate  of  these 
three  sums  constitutes  the  balance  wherewith  the  accounting 
parties  charge  themselves. 

On  January,  25,  1878,  the  aforesaid  sum  of  $1,763.48  was 
deposited  by  the  administrator  to  his  own  credit  in  the  Irving 
Bank.  It  was  there  mingled  with  his  own  funds,  from  which 
it  has  never  since  been  separated.  The  testimony  shows 
that  he  at  no  time  received  any  interest  from  this  deposit. 
Whether  the  balance  to  his  credit  has  ever  fallen  below  that 
amount  is  not  disclosed,  but  he  testified  that  his  check  for 
the  full  sum  would  have  been  honored  at  the  bank  whenever 
presented.  He  seems  to  have  thought  that,  though  it  was 
yielding  no  income  for  the  estate,  he  was  at  liberty  to  retain 
it  on  private  deposit  because  it  was  but  slightly  in  excess  of 
the  sum  awardable  as  administrator's  commissions,  and  as 
probalile  expenses  of  an  accounting  whenever  such  account- 
ing should  take  place. 

It  is  provided  by  the  Revised  Statutes  {pari  2,  chap.  6, 
tiOe  3,  art.  3,  sec.  58  [3  Banks'  7th  ed.y  2303])  that  "  m  the 
settlement  of  the  account "  of  an  executor  or  administrator  he 
shall  be  allowed  for  his  services  certain  commissions.  It  has 
been  repeatedly  held  that  such  an  officer  is  chargeable  with 
interest  on  sums  appropriated  by  him  in  payment  of  commis- 
sions in  advance  of  their  allowance  by  the  surrogate  {Free- 
man agt.  Freeman  J  4  Itedf.^  211 ;  Whitney  agt.  Phcenixy  4 
Hedf.^  195 ;  Wheelwright  agt.  Roades^  28  Hwny  57 ;  In  re 
Bogarty  Surrogates  DedsionSy  1882,  p,  184 ;  In  re  Cushman^ 
/Surrogate's  DecisionSylSSS,  p.  544). 

If,  therefore,  the  withdrawal  by  the  administrator  of  the 
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$1,763.48,  and  his  deposit  of  that  sum  to  his  private  accoimt 
is  to  be  deemed  an  appropriation  bj  him  of  his  commissions, 
it  is  clear  that  he  should  be  held  accountable  for  interest 
thereon.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  if  he  is  not  to  be  regarded 
as  having  practicallj  transferred  these  funds  to  himself  under 
a  claim  of  right,  but  rather  as  having  held  them  as  estate 
funds  to  be  accounted  for,  then  he  is.  chargeable  with  interest 
for  having  failed  since  January  25,  1878,  to  make  such  use  of 
them  as  would  result  in  some  advantage  to  this  estate  {Duns- 
comb  agt.  Dunscomb^  1  Johns.  Ch.j  508 ;  Oilman  agt.  Qilr 
many  2  Zans.,  1 ;  Hosier  agt.  Hasler^  1  Brad.y  248 ;  Har- 
rington agt.  Libhy^  6  Daly^  259). 

Interest,  however,  should  be  calculated  at  less  than  the 
legal  rate.  The  fund  in  the  administrator's  hands  was  so 
small  as  not  to  invite  very  favorable  investment.  Under  all 
the  circumstances,  he  would,  I  think,  have  discharged  his  full 
duty  if  he  had  kept  them  on  deposit  in  one  of  the  trust  com- 
panies of  the  city.  The  interest  may^be  computed  at  three  and 
one-half  per  cent  {Livermore  agt.  Worimiany  25  Hun^  341). 

Upon  the  sums  which  have  come  to  the  administrator's 
hands  since  the  account  was  filed  I  decline  to  hold  him 
chargeable  with  any  interest  whatever.  The  administrator 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  specially  responsible  for  delay  in 
the  conduct  of  the  proceedings,  and  was  justified  in  keeping 
those  sums  where  he  could  produce  them  at  once  in  response 
to  a  demand  for  their  production. 

The  circumstances  attending  the  management  of  this  estate 
have  been  somewhat  peculiar.  The  duties  of  the  adminis- 
trator have  been  laborious  and  embarrassing.  He  found  the 
affairs  of  the  decedent  in  great  confusion.  Mr.  Meyer  wa3  a 
builder  and  left  many  unfinished  contracts  which  the  admin- 
istrator was  authorized  to  complete. 

In  the  conduct  of  his  trust  \  it  appears  by  his  testimony 
that  from  time  to  time  he  n^ade  considerable  advances  of 
money.  He  claims  that  an  interest  account  between  himself 
and  the  estate  would  show,  a  balance  in  hi^  favor.    The  extent 
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of  those  advances  and  the  time  when  thej  were  made  do  not 
appear  in  the  evidence  taken  by  the  feferee.  In  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  administrator  has  been  admittedly  diligent  and 
faithful  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  he  will  be  afforded 
opportunity,  if  he  wishes  it,  of  establishing  his  claim  in  this 
regard. 

If  he  does  not  care  to  avail  himself  of  this  permission,  an 
order  may  be  entered  confirming  the  report  of  the  referee, 
except  as  hereinbefore  modified. 


CITY  COUKT  OF  NEW  YORK. 
James  Walsh  agt.  Chables  Schulz,  impleaded. 

Bad  —  JShxmeratian  hy  death  of  principal  —  AppUeatian  must  be  made  ief&re 
time  to  answer  expires  —  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  seciums  600,  601. 

Where  the  bail  apply  to  be  exonerated  on  account  of  the  death  of  their 
principal,  the  application  must  be  made  before  their  time  for  answering 
expires. 

/fecial  Temiy  Jwiej  1884. 

Motion  to  exonerate  bail* 

MoAdam,  C.  J.  —  Section  191  of  the  old  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure re-enacted  the  cases  for  exonerating  bail  provided 
for  in  tlie  Kevised  Statutes,  as  amended  bj  the  act  of  1845 
{GAap.  231 ;  Zevy  agt.  JVicholas,  19  Ahh.  / V.,  282 ;  S.  C, 
1  Hobt,  614).  Sections  600  and  601  of  the  present  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  were  substituted  fcf  the  provisions  of 
law  previously  in  force  on  tlie  same  subject.  The  determ- 
ination of  the  present  application  depends,  therefore,  upon 
the  construction  to  be  placed  on  those  sections.  Section  600 
provides  that  in  certain  specified  cases  the  court  may,  "  before 
the  expiration  of  the  time  to  answer,"  and  upon  notice  to  the 
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adverse  party,  make  such  an  order  for  the  relief  of  the  bail 
as  justice  requires.  Section  601  provides  that,  except  in  an 
action  to  recover  a  chattel,  the  bail  must  be  exonerated  when 
either  of  the  following  events  occur  **  before  the  expiration 
of  the  time  to  answer,"  in  an  action  against  them :  1.  The 
death  of  the  original  defendant.  2.  His  legal  discharge  from 
the  obligation  to  render  himself  amenable.  3.  His  surrender 
to  the  sheriff  of  the  county,  &q.  The  same  section  also  pro- 
vides, that  "  where  either  event  occurs,  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  against  th^  bail,  the  court  may,  in  its 
discretion,  impose  the  plaintiff's  costs  and  expenses,  incurred 
after  the  return  of  the  execution  against  the  person  as  a 
condition  of  allowing  the  exoneration." 

The  first  portion  of  section  601,  therefore,  enumerates  the 
events  in  which  the  discharge  must  be  granted,  one  at  least 
of  which  must  occur  "  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  to 
answer ; "  and  the  second  portion  of  the  same  section,  inter- 
preted in  harmony  with  it,  is  by  necessary  implication  made 
to  read,  "where  either  event  occurs  after  the  commencement 
of  the  action  against  the  bail  (and  before  the  expiration  of 
the  time  to  answer),  the  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  impose  the 
payment  of  costs,  &c.  This  is  in  accord  with  the  rule  of  inter- 
pretation of  statutes  which  requires  that  all  the  parts  must  be 
made  consonant  to  each  other;  that  which  follows  with  what 
went  before  {PoUer*e  Dwarris  on  StatuteSy  128),  and  is  also 
in  harmony  with  the  practice  which  prevailed  under  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  requiring  the  bail,  where  they  applied  for 
exoneration  after  suit  brought,  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  action. 
That  it  is  the  proper  construction  is  evidenced  by  the  balance 
of  the  section,  which  reads,  "  and  the  court  may  by  an  order 
made  on  notice  to  the  adverse  party  grant  such  further  time 
as  it  deems  just  after  answer  for  the  surrender  of  the  original 
defendant.  In  that  case  his  surrender  within  the  time  so 
granted  has  the  same  effect  as  if  it  had  been  made  before 
answer."  The  provision  of  the  Code  last  referred  to  demon- 
strates that  "after  answer"  the  surrender  of  the  original 
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defendant  is  the  only  ground  upon  which  the  bail  may  be 
exonerated ;  and  they  can  be  exonerated  (after  answer)  only 
in  cases  in  which  the  time  to  make  the  surrender  has  been 
extended  by  order  of  the  court.  This  provision  gives  the 
court  a  discretion  to  exonerate  the  bail  at  any  time  pending 
the  action  on  surrendering  the  principal,  but  it  does  not  give 
such  power  or  discretion  in  case  the  defendant  dies  or  is 
legally  discharged  so  that  he  cannot  be  surrendered.  There 
may  be  reason  for  this  distinction,  for  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  bail-piece  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  body  of  the 
debtor  or  the  money.  The  legal  effect  of  the  bond  is  that 
the  plaintiff  shall  have  one  or  the  other.  The  penalty  may 
be  severe,  but  it  is  a  risk  the  bail  have  voluntarily  assumed. 
It  would  have  been  absurd  to  have  inserted  in  the  Code  a 
provision  granting  time  for  the  principal  to  die,  or  to  be 
otherwise  legally  discharged,  because  these  are  acts  which  the 
bail  cannot  ordinarily  control.  The  surrender  of  the  original 
debtor  is  a  thing  they  might  eventually  accomplish,  for  the 
old  theory  was  the  bail  have  their  principal  upon  a  string, 
and  may  pull  the  string  whenever  they  please  (6  Modern  R,y 
231, 247).  Later  experience  has  shown  that  some  debtors,  like 
certain  fish,  require  longer  and  stronger  lines  and  efforts  than 
others  to  bring  them  under  proper  control,  and  hence  the 
provision  in  regard  to  granting  time  to  the  bail  to  make  every 
honest  effort  to  recapture  and  surrender  their  principal  wag 
inserted.  As  the  Code  contains  the  only  authority  for  exoner- 
ating bail  they  must  bring  themselves  within  its  provisions  or 
the  application  for  exoneration  must  be  denied.  Under  the 
Revised  Statutes  the  limitation  of  eight  days  after  the  return 
of  a  ca.  sa.  (2  H.  S.,  383,  sec.  34)  for  the  exoneration  of  bail 
was  not  only  regarded  a  statute  of  limitations,  but  a  period 
fixed  by  a  statute,  within  which  only  it  could  be  done  {Gra- 
ham's Pr.  [2d  ed.\  434;  2  Paine  cfe  Duer's  Pr,,  31,  32 ;  1 
Comyn's  Dig,^  title  "  Bail,'''  5 ;  Rawlinson  agt.  GunMon,  6 
Term  R,,  284).  The  court  has  no  more  power  to  extend  the 
time  than  it  has  to  extend  the  statute  of  limitations  or  the  time 
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to  appeal.  There  are  many  actions  and  rights  given  by  statute, 
provided  they  are  brought  or  asserted  within  a  Kmited  time, 
which  the  courts  have  no  power  to  allow  afterwards  {^Fcyr 
examples  see  Jackson  agt.  Wisebum^  6  Wend.^  136 ;  Caldwell 
agt.  The  Mayor ^  9  Paige,  572 ;  Bunk  of  Monroe  agt.  Wid7ierj 
11  id.,  529 ;  Wait  agt.  Van  Allen,  22  JHf.  T.,  321 ;  Humphrey 
agt.  Charnberlin,  Hid.,  275 ;  Orout  agt.  Cooper,  9  Hun,  326 ; 
Jackson  agt.  Wood,  24  Wend.,  443 ;  Selover  agt,  Cfa^,  63  -y.  F., 
438 ;  Nat.  St.  Bank  agt.  Boylan,  2  ^5S.  iT.  C,  216).  It  is 
practically  the  same  in  regard  to  the  right  of  bail  to  be  exoner- 
ated. Prior  to  the  statute  the  rule  was  if  the  principal  died 
at  any  time  before  the  return  of  the  ca.  sa.  the  bail  was  dis- 
charged: but  if  he  died  after  the  ca.  sa.  was  returnable, 
although  before  the  return  was  filed,  the  bail  were  charged 
and  the  court  could  not  relieve  them  (2  Paine  <&  Duer^s 
Pr.,  31).  The  Eevised  Statutes  relaxed  this  rule  by  allowing 
the  bail  eight  days  after  suit  brought  within  which  to  seek 
exoneration,  and  now  the  Code  extends  the  time  to  apply  for 
exoneration  in  case  the  principal  dies  '^  before  the  time  to 
answer  expires,"  but  not  afterwards.  The  bail  in  the  present 
case  answered  without  applying  for  exoneration,  and  the  prin- 
cipal died  after  the .  time  for  answering  herein  had  expired. 
According  to  the  Code,  as  I  have  interpreted  it,  the  applicar 
tion  was  not  made  in  time,  the  statute  has  run  against  the 
right  to  apply  for  exoneration,  there  is  no  power  in  the  court 
to  extend  the  time  and  the  application  to  exonerate  the  bail 
must  be  denied. 
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N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Jambs  Edwaeds,  plaintiff  and  appellant,  agt.  Lyman  K. 
JoNBs,  defendant  and  respondent. 

Matter  and  rnnaiU—  Whan  master  liable  for  ir^ury  hif  acU  of  servant  — 

NegUgenee. 

If  the  servant,  within  the  scope  of  his  duty,  enables  another  by  his  assent 
to  injure  a  third  person,  the  master  is  liable,  but  when  there  is  no  evi- 
dence of  such  assent  there  is  no  cause  of  action  against  the  <naster. 
Assent  in  such  case  will  not  ordinarily  be  inferred. 

Oeneral  Term^  May^  1884. 

Before  Daly,  €.  e/.,  Beach  and  Labbemobe,  J  J. 

The  plaintiff  sned  in  the  late  marine  court  to  recover  $150 
damages  for  injuries  said  to  have  been  done  to  his  canal  boat 
by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant. 

The  complaint,  in  setting  out  the  cause  of  action,  alleges 
*^  that  on  or  about  the  14th  day  of  February,  1882,  the  plain- 
tiff arrived  at  the  coal  yard  of  the  defendant  at  One  Hundred 
and  Twentieth  street,  East  river,  with  his  said  canal  boat  and 
a  cargo  of  coal,  consigned  to  said  defendant.  That  thereupon, 
the  defendant,  his  agents,  servants  and  employes  commenced 
to  discharge  the  said  cargo  of  coal  from  the  said  canal  boat 
into  the  said  defendant's  yard."  That  on  the  16th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1882,  while  unloading  said  cargo,  the  coal  bucket,  by 
means  of  which  the  coal  was  being  removed,  fell  violently 
upon  the  plaintiff's  boat,  doing  the  damage  claimed.  The 
plaintiff  then  charges  that  the  bucket  fell  through  the  negli- 
gence of  the  defendant  and  his  employes,  and  not  by  or 
through  any  fault  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  employes. 

The  answer  is,  in  substance,  a  denial  of  each  and  every 

allegation  in  the  complaint  contained,  excepting  that  the  car^o  of 

coal  was  received  by  the  defendant  and  that  he  proceeded  to 

unload  the  same  into  his  yard.     The  action  was  tried  Novem? 

Vol.  LXVn        23 
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ber  9,  1882,  before  Mr.  justice  McAdam  and  a  jury.  It 
appeared  by  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  employed  a  per- 
son by  the  name  of  Scott  to  assist  the  plaintiffs  servants  in 
unloading  the  boat  and  that  defendant  was  to  pay  Scott  for 
such  services  ^^  so  much  a  ton."  Scott  proceeded  to  assist  t])e 
plaintiffs  servants,  and  during  the  progress  of  the  unloading 
Scott  left  a  horse  which  he  had  been  previously  driving  in  the 
imfloading,  and  went  to  the  water  closet  and  was  absent  about 
ten  or  fifteen  minutes ;  and  after  Scott  left  and  while  he  was 
absefit  A  strange  man,  who  was  not  known  to  any  of  the  par- 
ties or  witnesses  and  who  was  not  working  there,  came  and 
took  hold  of  the  horse  and,  under  orders  from  the  plaihtifTs 
servant,  started  the  horse  and  thereafter  lifted  a  spring  and 
caused  the  tub  to  fall  which  produced  the  injury.  At  the 
vconclusion  of  the  trial  the  justice  dismissed  the  complaint, 
^writing  the  following  opinion*: 

MoAdam,  J, —  The  person  guilty  of  the  negligent  act 
-which  injured  the  plaintiffs  boat  was  not  the  servant  of  the 
defendant,  but  a  volunteer,  who,  without  the  defendant's 
knowledge,  undertook  to  take  charge  of  the  liorse  during  the 
servant's  temporary  absence.  If  the  volunfteer  had  merely 
assumed  charge  of  the  horse  no  damage  would  have  ensued. 
But  the  volunteer  went  further;  he  drove  the  horse  and 
touched  the  spring  which  caused  the  damage.  The  defend- 
ant not  having  selected  the  volunteer,  is  not  answerable  for  his 
competency  or  misconduct.  In  Booth  agt.  Mister  (7  Car, 
<fe  JP,j  ^6)  the  defendant's  servant  allowed  a  stranger  to  drive 
the  horse,  and  the  eourt  said :  ^^  As  the  defendant's  servant 
was  in  the  cart,  I  think  that  the  reins  being  held  by  another 
•man  makes  no  difference.  It  was  the  same  as  if  the  servant 
held  them  himself."  In  Althoff  agt.  Wolf^  (23  N.  F.,  352) 
the  servant  and  volunteer  were  both  present  when  the  damage 
was  done,  and  the  court,  following  the  case  last  cited,  held 
that  the  master  was  liable.  In  Simons  agt.  JU tiler  (29  Barb.j 
-420)  the  servant  was  employed  to  do  a  specific  aeib,  and  the 
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master  was  held  liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  servant's  son, 
who  acted  by  the  servant's  direction  in  performing  it.  The 
court  was  careful,  however,  not  to  extend  the  rule  further 
than  the  necessities  of  that  case  required,  and  said :  ^^  The 
case  would  have  stood  entirely  different  had  the  son  l)een 
employed  by  the  father  to  do  the  work  generally,  wliich  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  father,  as  the  defendant's  servant,  to  perform, 
and  had  he  while  so  employed,  of  his  own  volition,  and  with- 
out the  knowledge  or  direction  of  the  father,  set  the  fire  in 
question.  The  son,  under  such  circumstances,  being  the 
servant  of  the  father,  and  not  of  the  defendant,  his  act  would 
have  been  chargeable  upon  the  father  as  master,  and  not  upon 
the  defendant.  The  negligent  act  in  that  case  would  have 
been  the  act  and  negligence  of  the  son,  and  in  no  sense  that 
of  the  father,  except  by  mere  legal  relation ;  and  as  the 
defendant  never  selected  him,  nor  authorized  any  one  to  do 
so  on  his  behalf,  and  never  intrusted  any  business  to  his  man- 
agement or  discretion,  there  could  be  no  ground  on  which  to. 
charge  the  defendant  with  his  negligent  acts.  The  court 
assigns  as  a  reason  for  this,  that  '^  the  legal  relation-  upon 
which  the  master's  liability  rests  would  in  such  case  be  entirely 
wanting."  It  is  noticeably  wanting  in  this  case.  The  master 
selected  his  servant  and  intrusted  the  work  to  him  presumably 
on  account  of  his  experience.  The  volunteer  who  took 
charge  of  the  horse  during  the  servant's'  temporary  absence 
undertook  to  experiment  with  him,  and  made  the  mistake 
which  the  servant's  experience  would  undoubtedly  have  pre- 
vented had  he  been  present.  The  plaintiff's  servant  assisted 
in  the  experiment  and  is  culpable,  to  a  limited  extent  at  least. 
The  evidence  failed  to  show  that  the  defendant  did  anything 
which,  under  tlie  circumstances,  he  ought  not  to  have  done, 
or  omitted  any  precaution  which  a  prudent  and  careful  man 
would  or  ought  to  have  taken,  observed  or  performed.  There 
was  no  solid  legal  ground  for  holding  the  defendant  liable, 
and  the  complaint  was  properly  dismissed. 

From  the  judgment  entered  upon  this  dismissal  the  plain- 
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tiff  appealed  to  the  geueral  tenn  of  that  conrt,  which,  on 
May  22,  1883,  affirmed  the  judgment;  and  from  the  judg- 
ment entered  on  that  affirmance  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  the 
general  term  of  the  court  of  common  pleas  for  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York. 

J,  A,  Bylandy  for  plaintiff  and  appellant : 

I.  Defendant  is  liable  for  the  damages  occasioned  by  the 
happening  of  the  accident  (  WoooPa  Maater  <md  Servant^  sec. 
308 ;  Suydam  agt.  Moore,  8  Barb,,  358 ;  Simons  agt.  Maniery 
29  Barb,y  419 ;  Booth  agt.  Mister,  7  CarringUm  cfe  Payne^ 
66 ;  AUh(yrp  agt.  Wolfe,  22  N.  T.,  355 ;  Oleason  agt.  ^7/1*- 
dell,  9  DoHa/,  393 ;  Sherma/n  <&  Redfidd  on  Negligence,  sees. 
70,  71 ;  Lyons  agt.  Rosenthal,  11  Hun,  46 ;  Mullen  agt.  St. 
John  et  al.,  67  N.  Y.,  667). 

II.  There  was  a  duty  imposed  upon  the  defendant  which 
rendered  it  imperative  that  he  properly  discharge  the  plaintiff^s 
boat.  Whpre  by  contract  or  by  statute  the  master  is  bound 
to  do  certain  things,  if  he  intrusts  that  duty  to^  another  he 
becomes  absolutely  responsible  for  the  manner  in  wliich  the 
duty  is  performed,  and  that  without  any  reference  to  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  servant  was  authorized  to  do  the  particular 
act  (  Wood  on  Master  and  Servant,  sec.  321). 

III.  It  was  error  to  refuse  to  allow  the  case  to  go  to  the 
jury.  The  accident  raised  a  presumption  of  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  for  which  he  is  liable  (67  N.  T.,  567 ; 
11  Hun,  46 ;  Sherma/n  cfe  Redfidd  on  Negligence,  sec.  71).  In 
determining  the  propriety  of  a  nonsuit,  the  court  is  legally 
bound  to  assume  the  truth  of  the  fact  which  the  testimony  of 
the  plaintiff  legitimately  conduces  to  prove,  although  their 
correctness  may  be  controverted  by  the  defendant's  witnesses 
(64  Hmo.  Pr.  R.,  126). 

James  Wiley,  for  defendant  and  respondent ;  Amx)ur  C. 
Anderson,  of  counsel : 

I.  The  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  both  absent  at  the  time 
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of  the  accident.  In  order  to  eBtablish  a  liability  against  the 
defendant,  it  therefore  became  necessary  for  the  plaintiff 
to  make  it  appear,  Ist.  That  some  employe  of  the  defendant 
committed  the  negligent  act  2d.  That  the  plaintiffs 
employe,  who  assisted  in  the  act,  was  entirely  free  from 
fault.  The  same  rule  of  law  which  makes  the  defendant 
responsible  for  the  acts  of  his  employe,  applies  with  equal 
force  to  plaintiflE  in  respect  to  his  employers  {WhaHon  on 
Negligencey  sees.  157,  158). 

II.  The  rule  which  makes  one  person  responsible  for  the 
acts  of  another  is  founded  on  the  maxim  quifaoitper  aliurn^ 
facitper  se,  and  is  based  on  the  theory  of  agency,  but  neither 
the  principle  of  the  rule  nor  the  rule  *  itself,  can  apply  to  a 
case  where  the  party  sought  to  be  charged  does  not  stand  in 
the  character  of  employer  to  the  party  by  whose  negligent 
act  the  injury  has  been  occasioned  (  Wharton  on  Negligence^ 
sec.  157,  and  caees  cited).  In  cases  like  the  present  one  the 
onuspropandi  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  make  out  his  case  by  clear, 
clean,  affirmative  evidence.  His  case  is  not  to  be  presumed, 
but  must  be  proved  {Batdec  agt.  The  N.  Y.  and  R.  R.  R.  Co.^ 
59  N.  7.,  366 ;  Fleming  agt.  Northampton  Nat  Bank,  62 
Sow.,  178 ;  Paine  agt.  Forty-second  Street  R.  R.  Co.,  40  N, 
Y.  Supr.  Ct.  R.y  8  ;  Boniface  agt.  Relyea,  36  How,,  457 ; 
Stevens  agt.  Armstrong,  6  N.  Y.,  435 ;  Kum  agt.  Stewart, 
1  Daly,  431).  The  rule  is,  that  where  the  circumstances 
admit  of  two  inferences,  either  of  which  is  equally  probable, 
one  in  favor  of  plaintiff  and  the  other  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant, plaintiff  should  be  non-suited  {CordeU  agt.  N.  Y.  C.  and 
B.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  75  N.  Y.,  330-332 ;  Kenny  agt.  N.  Y., 
M.  B.  R.  R.  Co.,  13  Weelc.  Dig.,  61 ;  Claflin  et  al.  agt. 
Meyer,  75  N.  Y,  260;  Sheldon  agt.  The  II.  R.  R.  R. 
Company,  49  Barb.,  226;  Lehman  agt.  The  City  of  B., 
49  Barb.,  234 ;  Bavlec  agt.  The  N.  Y.  and  R.  R.  R.  Co., 
59  N.  Y.,  366).  The  cases  cited  and  relied  upon  by  the 
appellants  {Suydam  agt.  Moore  et  al.,  8  Barb.,  359 ;  Simons 
agt.  Monier,  29  Barb.,  419 ;   Booth  agt  Mister,  9  Car.  dh 
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Payne,  66;  Alihorff^.  Wolfe,  22  N.  Z.,  355 ;  Gleason  agt. 
Amsdelly  9  Daly,  393)  are  not  parallel  cases  and  do  not  help 
the  appellant.  If,  as  judge  McAdam  says,  Scott  and  the 
strange  hand  had  both  been  present,  one  assisting  the  other, 
the  defendant  might  have  been  held,  because  the  principal  in 
that  event  would  have  had  the  benefit  of  his  agent's  skill  and 
care.  Bnt  where,  as  in  this  case,  the  agent  or  servant  was 
absent,  he  could  not  delegate  his  authority  by  substituting  a 
new  agent  in  his  place  and  stead  {/Story  on  Agency,  sees.  13, 
14;  EweWa  Evani  Agency,  51).  The  maxim  is  delegata 
proteataa  non  potest  delegari,  Scott  was  an  "  independent 
contractor ; "  and  the  employment  being  a  lawful  one,  which 
might  have  been  perfonned  without  injury  to  others,  the 
person  employing  the  contractor  is  not  responsible  for  the  acts 
of  the  latter,  nor  for  those  acting  under  his  orders  {See  Wood 
on  Master  and  Servant,  sec.  314,  and  notes;  KeUy  agt.  The 
Mayor  et  al,,  11  iT.  T.,  432 ;  After  new  trial,  4  E.  D.  Smith, 
291 ;  McCafferty  agt.  The  S.  D.  and  P.  M.  R.  li.  Co.,  61 
N.  T.,  178 ;  Burgmeister  agt.  Tfie  N.  T.  and  E.  R.  Co.,  12 
WeeUy  Dig.,  208 ;  King  agt.  N.  T.  C.  and  H.  R.  R.  R. 
Co.,  66  JV.  T.,  181 ;  Town  of  P.  agt.  Loveless,  72  N.  T., 
211;  Scanlon  agt.  Carroll,  1  City  Court  R.,  351). 

Beach,  J. — The  difficulty  with  the  plaintiflPs  case,  causing 
a  dismissal  of  his  complaint  by  the  learned  justice  of  the  city 
court  presiding  at  trial  term,  did  not  arise  from  weakness  in 
legal  position,  but  for  want  of  sufficient  evidence  to  make  a 
prima  fade  case  upon  the  facts. 

The  plaintiff  was  bound  to  produce  proof  authorizing  the 
jury  to  find  that  the  person  in  charge  of  the  defendant's  hoist- 
ing apparatus  sustained  a  relation  to  the  defendant  which 
would  not  make  the  defendant  responsible  for  his  negligence. 
If  he  failed  in  this  there  could  be  no  question  for  the  jury. 
The  evidence  upon  this  point  was  given  by  the  witness  Bray 
and  is  brief  enough  for  quotation.  He  says :  "  The  regular 
driver  went  away  to  the  water  closet  and  left  a  strange  hand 
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at  it ;  the  strange  man  let  it  go  before  he  was  told,  and  the 
tnb  fell  and  it  came  right  down  on  the  boat."  On  cross- 
examination  he  testifies :  "  He  (the  defendant's  driver)  left  it 
(the  horse)  and  then  a  strange  man  took  hold."  Again :  '^  Q. 
And  while  he  was  gone  this  strange  man  came  and  took  hold , 
of  the  horse  and  lifted  the  spring  and  started  it  and  then  the 
tnb  came  down  ?    A.  Tes,  sir." 

The  testimony  does  not  show  the  stranger  assumed  control 
with  the  knowledge  or  assent  of  the  defendant's  servant. 
One  part  would  support  such  a  conclusion,  another  is  equally 
strong  in  favor  of  the  defendant's  servants  having  been  igno- 
rant of  the  stranger's  act.  In  the  one  case  the  defendant 
would  have  been  liable  for  the  stranger's  negligence,  he 
having  been  left  in  charge  by  defendant's  servant  {Sirnons 
agt.  MonicTy  29  Barb.,  419 ;  Althorf  agt.  ^Yolf,  22  N.  F., 
385 ;  Gleaaon  agt.  AmsdeUy  9  Daly,  393).  If  the  servant, 
within  the  scope  of  his  duty,  enabled  another  by  his  assent 
to  injure  a  third  party,  the  master  is  liable.  In  the  other 
view,  i.  e,,  that  the  stranger  took  control  of  the  hoisting 
apparatus  without  the  knowledge  or  assent  of  the  regular 
driver,  the  defendant  would  not  be  liable,  the  stranger  being 
an  intruder  or  volunteer.  This  distinction,  in  my  opinion,  is 
dearly  deducible  from  the  authorities  cited.  The  plaintiflE 
failed  to  give  evidence  authorizing  a  finding  that  the  strange 
man  took  charge  with  the  driver's  knowledge.  The  proof 
was  quite  as  potent  in  support  of  the  driver's  ignorance.  For 
this  reason  it  was  right  to  dismiss  the  complaint. 

The  judgment  should  be  aflSrmed,  with  costs  and  dis- 
bursements. 

Daly,  C.  J.^  and  Lassbmobe,  J.,  concur. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
LoDoiSKA  M.  Bribbanb  agt.  Ai^bbkv  BsiSBAinB. 

Dicoree  —  PunuhmerU  fir  contempt  —  I^njoer  of  the  court  to  slriks  out  a 
dtfendanfi  answer  viho  is  in  contempt  in  not  paying  alimony  and  counsel 
fees—  Code  of  OivU  Procedure,  tecs.  1778  and  2281. 

The  provisions  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  for  fine  and  imprisonment 
of  a  husband  in  default  for  non-payment  of  alimony  do  n«t  interfere 
with  or  restrict  the  power  of  the  court  to  strike  out  the  answer  of  a 
disobedient  defendant  in  a  divorce  suit. 

Kings  County  Special  Term^  June^  1884. 

Brewster  Kiasam^  for  plaintiff. 

F,  H.  Va/n  Vechten^  for  defendants. 

Babtlett,  J. —  This  is  a  motion  to  i^rike  out  the  answer 
unless  the  defendant  shall,  within  five  days,  pay  to  the  plain- 
tiff the  counsel  fee  and  alimony  he  has  heretofore  been  ordered 
to  pay.  There  is  no  controversy  before  me  as  to  the  facts. 
An  order  has  been  duly  made  reciuiring  the  defendant  to  pay 
alimony  at  the  rate  of  twenty-five  dollars  a  week  and  a  coun- 
sel fee  of  $500.  In  March  last  the  defendant  was  personally 
served  with  a  copy  of  this  order  and  a  demand  was  made  upon 
him  for  payment  of  the  sum  due  at  that  time  thereunder  then 
amounting  to  $1,625.  He  paid  nothing,  and  the  moving 
papers  indicate  that  he  has  kept  out  of  the  state  since  then  to 
avoid  making  payment  under  the  compulsory  process  of  the 
court.  His  counsel  does  not  contradict  the  allegations  to  this 
effect,  but  relies  solely  upon  the  objection  that  the  court  has 
no  power  to  punish  the  defendant  for  his  disregard  of  its 
formal  order  by  now  striking  out  his  answer. 

The  power  thus  questioned  undoubtedly  exists  unless  it  has 
been  taken  away  by  competent  legislation  since  the  orders 
were  made  which  were  reviewed  by  the  court  of  appeals  in 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  186 

Brisbane  agt.  Brisbane. 

the  case  of  Walker  agt.  Walker  (82  N.  Y.,  260).  These 
orders  were  similar  to  that  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  in  the 
present  suit,  and  were  sustained  on  the  ground  that  the  supreme 
court  of  this  state  on  its  equity  side  has  all  the  power  and 
authority  that  formerly  belonged  to  the  court  qf  chancery  in 
England,  and  that  the  power  to  refuse  to  hear  a  defendant 
when  he  was  in  contempt  had  long  been  exercised  by  that 
tribunal. 

But  the  defendant's  counsel  argues  that  the  court  has  been 
deprived  of  this  power  by  the  second  part  of  the  new  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  {chaps.  14  to  22),  which  went  into  eflEect 
after  the  orders  were  made  which  were  the  subject  of  review 
in  the  Walker  caee^  and  he  refers  to  sections  1773  and  2281  as 
prescribing  the  only  course  now  permitted  by  law  in  such  a 
case  as  the  present. 

I  do  not  think  these  provisions  were  intended  to  affect  the 
chancery  power  to  disregard  the  answer  of  the  defendant, 
who  is  in  contempt.  Jt  is  true  that  section  1773  does  provide 
for  proceedings  under  title  third  of  chapter  27  of  the  Code 
to  punish  a  husband  in  default  for  non-payment  of  alimony, 
and  under  section  2281,  which  is  included  in  that  title,  a  fine 
or  sentence  of  imprisonment,  or  both,  may  be  inflicted  upon 
him.  So  far  as  punishment  by  fine  or  imprisonment  is  con* 
cemed  he  must  now  be  proceeded  against  as  prescribed  in  that 
portion  of  the  Code.  I  find  nothing,  however,  to  indicate  an 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  legislature  to  protect  paities  who 
are  thus  punishable  against  other  and  different  consequences 
of  their  contempt,  when  those  consequences  do  not  involve 
fine  er  imprisonment,  and  are  such  as  have  heretofore  been 
yisited  upon  disobedient  parties  in  the  exercise  of  the  estab- 
lished powers  of  the  court. 

This  view  renders  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  question 
whether  the  power  hero  invoked  is  one  of  those  inherent 
powers  of  the  court  under  the  constitution,  which  the  legisla- 
ture cannot  take  away  by  statute.  I  do  not  think  the  legislature 
has  tried  to  take  it  away. 

Vol.  LXVII        24 
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In  my  opinion  the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals,  in 
Walker  agt.  Walker^  already  cited  as  to  the  pow6r  of  the 
supreme  courtjto  strike  out  the  answer  of  a  disobedient  defend- 
ant in  a  divorce  suit,  is  a  statement  of  the  law  on  the  subject 
ajB  it  exists  to-day,  no  less  than  of  the  law  as  it  existed  at  the 
time  the  orders  there^in  question  were  made. 

A  proper  case  for  the  exercise  of  the  power  is  presented  on 
this  application,  and  the  motion  of  the  plaintifi  should  be 
granted. 


N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
James  Walsh  agt.  Chables  Sohulz,  impleaded,  &c. 

Appeal — DiBcretiona/ry  orders  made  hy  the  diy  court  not  appealaUe  to  ths 

New  York  common  plecu. 

The  common  pleas  in  reviewing  orders  upon  appeals  from  the  city  court, 
like  the  court  of  appeals  in  reviewing  orders  on  appeal  from  the  supe- 
rior city  courts,  decline  to  review  the  discretion  exercised  by  the  court 
below.  Where  the  order  involves  a  question  of  discretion  in  the 
court  below  it  is,  therefore,  not  appealable. 

If  an  appeal  be  taken  in  such  a  case  it  will  be  dismissed* 

General  Term,  May,  1884. 

Before  Van  Brunt,  Van  Hohben  and  Daly,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  city  court,  general  term, 
affirming  an  order  made  by  Mr.  justice  McAdam  opening  a 
judgment  entered  by  default. 

J,  H.  Benn,  for  appellant. 

Charles  Wehle,  for  respondent. 

Van  Eoeskn,  J.  —  The  language  of  section  3191  differs  in 
some  particulars  from  that  of  section  190,  but  the  differences 
do  not  affect  the  matters  under  consideration.    It  is  well  set- 
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tied  that  with  respect  to  the  marine  court  that  the  court  of 
common  pleas  occupies  the  same  position  that  the  court 
of  appeals  holds  with  respect  to  the  supreme  court  and  the 
superior  city  courts.  The  rules  that  govern  the  court  of 
appeals  in  passing  upon  appeals  from  the  supreme  and  the 
superior  city  courts  are  applicable  to  the  court  of  common 
pleas.  This  has  been  universally  understood  since  the  deci- 
sion in  McEteere  agt.  LitUe  (8  DaVy^  167)  and  Schwartz  agt. 
Oppold  (74  N.  T.^  307).  If,  therefore,  we  ascertain  the  course 
that  would  be  taken  by  the  court  of  appeals,  if  this  appeal 
was  before  it,  we  shall  have  a  guide  to  the  decision  of  the 
question  before  us. 

The  case  of  Lavyrence  agt.  Farley  (73  N.  T.,  187)  is  con- 
clusive upon  the  point  that  the  court  of  appeals  will  not 
review  the  discretion  of  a  court  of  original  jurisdiction.  In 
the  case  cited  a  judgment  by  default  was  entered  against  the 
defendant  in  1862.  In  1874  a  judgment  for  a  deficiency  was 
docketed  against  the  defendant,  and  more  than  two  years 
afterwards  the  defendant  applied  for  the  opening  of  the  judg- 
ment and  gave  excuses  for  sufEering  the  default  that  were 
satisfactory  to  the  supreme  court,  which  open^  the  judgment 
and  allowed  the  defendant  to  interpose  an  answer.  From  this 
order  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  court  of  appeals,  which 
dismissed  the  appeal  on  the  ground  that  the  order  was  discre- 
tionary, and  that  the  court  of  appeals  being  a  tribunal  created 
for  the  examination  of  questions  of  law  (save  in  a  few  cases 
specially  provided  for)  ought  to  refrain  from  matters  of  dis- 
cretion which  are  likely  to  involve  intricate  controversies 
respecting  matters  of  fact.  To  the  same  effect  are  Howell  agt. 
MiUa  (63  N.  P.,  331)  and  AUmg  agt.  Fahy  (70  N.  T.,  671). 

As  I  have  already  said  the  court  of  common  pleas  is,  with 
respect  to  the  marine  court,  in  the  position  of  an  appellate 
tribunal  charged  (save  a  few  cases  specially  provided  for)  with 
the  sole  duty  of  reviewing  questions  of  law ;  and  the  same 
reason  that  prevents  the  court  of  appeals  from  reviewing  mat- 
ters resting  in  the  discretion  of  other  courts  applies  with  full 
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force  to  appeals  brought  into  this  court  from  discretionary 
orders  made  by  the  marine  court. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  amendment  to  section  3191  tliat 
introduces  a  new  rule,  for  nothing  in  it  requires  us  to  review 
matters  of  discretion  that  the  marine  court  has  considered. 

Again,  the  order  before  us  was  made  after  judgment,  and 
section  3191  does  not  authorize  an  appeal  to  the  court  from 
such  an  order  {Lawrence  agt.  Farley y  73  N.  Y.^  189 ;  Bamr 
herg  agt.  Steni^  76  N.  J".,  655). 

The  last  observation  is  obiter^  as  is  the  further  one,  that 
the  case  of  Townaend  agt.  HendricJcB  (40  Hov),  Pr.j  143) 
would,  in  my  opinion,  warrant  us  in  sustaining  the  appeala- 
bility of  the  order,  if  it  were  not  a  discretionary  order.  I  do 
not  discuss  the  matter,  though  I  have  examined  it  and  formed 
a  decided  conclusion  upon  it. 

The  appeal  should  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 

Van  Brunt,  J.,  concurred. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Fbedebick  R.  Farwell  et  al.^  respondents,  agt.  William  E. 

FuBNiss,  appellant. 

Atta4iliment — When  the  threat  of  a  debtor  (hat  he  wiU  make  a  preferential 
assignment,  furnishes  no  ground  for  the  issue  of  an  attachment 

Where  the  grounds  of  the  allowance  of  an  attachment  was  that  the 
defendant  was  disposing  of,  or  was  about  to  assign  and  dispose  of  his 
property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  and  those  grounds  were 
sought  to  be  supported  by  threats  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  defend- 
ant, that  if  sued  he  would  make  a  preferential  assignment  of  his  prop- 
erty, in  which  ease  those  prosecuting  him  would  get  nothing  on  their 
claims.  In  connection  with  such  threats  his  insolvency  was  stated  with 
an  offer  to  the  plaintiff  to  compromise  at  fifteen  per  cent. 

Held,  that  the  attachment  was  improperly  granted.  The  facts  stated  are 
insufficient  to  charge  a  debtor  with  an  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors 
(TTia  case  of  Anthony  agt.  Stype,  19  Hun,  268,  explained). 
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Third  DeparimerU,  General  Term^  May^  1884. 

Befare  Learned,  P.  J.y  BocxBa  and  Boabdman,  JJ. 

Louis  Ilashrouck^  for  appellant,  argned  that  the  facts 
stated  were  not  soflScient  to  charge  a  debtor  with  an  intent  to 
defraud  his  creditors,  and  cited  Evans  agt.  Warner  (21  Hv/nj 
674);  Horton  agt.  Fanch&r  (14  Hun^  172-176);  WHson  agt. 
Britton  (6  ^W.,  97,  98) ;  Dickenson  agt.  Benham  (10  Ahb.^ 
390 ;  12  AVb.,  158);  ScoU  agt.  Dext^  (1  fF<5^%  i>igre^i5,  25) ; 
TaUcott  agt.  lioserdhdL  (22  Z/wi,  573) ;  T^ni  agt.  Smith  (13 
^JJ.  iV^.  a,  31-34) ;  jyi(?A(?&  agt.  Pinner  (18  iT.  F.,  295). 

Lem  n.  Brovm^  for  respondents,  cited  Anthony  agt. 
iS^j^ptf  (19  Hun,  266) ;  -B(?wZtf«  agt.  Hoare  (61  ^arJ.,  266-271) ; 
Gashier  agt.  -4^fo  (14  -4J&.,  64-69) ;  Berry  agt.  -ffifey  (2 
Barb.,  307) ;  Ilyelop  agt.  CTarA  (14  Johns,,  458) ;  Aiistin  agt. 
^'wK  (20  Johns.,  441) ;  Seaving  agt.  Brinkerhoff  (5  Johns.  C, 
329) ;  Chrover  agt.  JTai^TTwm  (11  ir^<?.,  189) ;  Spaulding  agt. 
i^y-aTi^e  (38  iT.  T.,  12) ;  Eaydock  agt.  a><?/?«  (53  iT.  Z".,  68). 

BocEEs, «/. —  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  warrant  of 
attachment  in  this  case  was  improperly  granted.  The  grounds 
of  its  allowance  was  that  the  defendant  was  disposing  of,  or 
was  about  to  assign  and  dispose  of  his  property  with  intent  to 
defraud  his  creditors.  These  grounds  are  sought  to  be  sup- 
ported by  threats  alleged  to  have  been. made  by  him  that  if 
sued  he  would  make  a  preferential  assignment  of  his  property, 
in  which  case  those  prosecuting  him  would  get  nothing  on 
their  claims.  In  connection  with  such  threats,  his  insolvency 
was  stated  with  an  offer  to  the  plaintiff  to  compromise  at 
fifteen  per  cent.  Such  statement,  offer  and  threats  constitute 
the  facts,  and  substantially  all  the  facts,  on  which  the  writ 
was  allowed. 

Those  facts  have  been  repeatedly  held  insufficient  to  charge 
a  debtor  with  an  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors.  The  case 
of  Evans  agt.  Wa/mer  (21  Hun^  574)  is  substantially  like  the 
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present.  It  was  there  laid  down  that  such  statements  were 
intrinsically  innocent,  that  the  making  of  a  preferential  assign- 
ment bj  an  insolvent  debtor  was  lawful,  hence  not  a  threat 
to  make  a  fraudulent  disposition  of  his  property.  The  court 
says :  ^'  The  statement  wajs  simply  a«  to  the  natural  and 
probable  consequence  of  a  legitimate  act  put  forward  to 
induce  the  creditor  to  accept  a  compromise."  The  same 
doctrine  has  been  declared  in  many  other  cases,  and  in  some 
of  them  by  an  elaborate  discussion  of  the  subject  {Ilorton 
agt.  FancheVy  14  Hun^  172 ;  WiUon  agt.  BriUoii^  6  AVb.^  97 ; 
Dickinson  agt.  Benham^  10  AVb.^  390  ;  Same  Case  on  Appealy 
12  Ahb.,  158 ;  ScoU  agt.  Dexter,  1  W.  Dig.,  25 ;  Talcott  agt. 
Hosenthal,  22  nun,  573 ;  Tim  agt.  Smith,  13  Ahb.,  81). 

There  are  no  cases  of  a  recent  date,  if  indeed  there  be  any 
at  all,  holding  a  different  rule.  The  case  of  Anthony  agt. 
Stype  (19  Hufij  268),  very  much  relied  on  by  the  respond- 
ents is  entirely  consistent  with  those  above  cited.  In  that 
case  there  were  other  facts  stated  besides  the  threats  which 
tended  to  show  a  fraudulent  design. 

There  are,  it  is  true,  some  cases  containing  expression  not 
periiaps  in  entire  harmony  with  those  above  cited,  but  in  so 
far  as  anything  in  them  is  asserted  indicating  a  different  rule, 
they  must  be  held  now  to  be  borne  down  by  a  great  prepon- 
derance of  authority. 

The  order  appealed  from  must  be  reversed,  with  ten  dollars 
costs  and  expenses  for  printing ;  and  the  motion  to  vacate 
and  set  aside  the  attachment  must  be  granted,  with  ten  dollars 
costs  of  motion. 

Leabned,  p.  J.,  and  Boasdman,  J.,  concur. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  OOFRT. 

John  M.  Fisher  agt.  The  Chabteb  Oak  Life  Instjbanob 

Company. 

ChmpUUnt —  Demurrer  wiU  be  stutainediftheplainUff,  under  the  facts  staied, 
is  noienUUed  to  the  speeifie  reUrf  demanded,  aUTumgh  stick  facts  would  have 
entiUed  him  to  other  relief — When  demurrer  teUl  not  be  sustained  on  ths 
ground  that  the  court  has  notjurisdieUon  of  the  person  of  the  drfendant  or 
of  the  subject  of  the  action,  unless  the  defects  appear  on  the  face  of  the  com- 
plaint—  Complaint  must  stale  facts,  not  simply  conclusions  —  Chde  of  OivU 
Procedure,  section  268,  subdivision  7  ;  section  266. 

In  an  action  on  contract,  brought  in  the  New  York  Superior  Court,  by  a 
resident  of  the  city  a^inst  a  foreign  corporation,  where  it  does  not 
appear  on  the  face  of  the  complaint  that  the  contract  was  not  made, 
executed  or  delivered  within  this  state,  nbr  that  the  summons  was  not 
served  on  an  offlger  of  the  defendant  within  this  city  as  prescribed  by 
law,  a  demurrer  will  not  be  sustained  on  the  ground  that  the  court  has 
not  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant  or  of  the  subject  of  the 
action. 

A  demurrer  interposed  to  a  complaint  upon  the  ground  that  it  does  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  should  be  sustained, 
if  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  do  not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the 
relief  specifically  demanded  therein,  even  though  they  would  have 
entitled  him  to  some  other  or  different  relief  had  he  demanded  it. 

A  complaint  must  state  facts,  from  which  conclusions  are  to  be  drawn, 
not  simply  conclusions. 

Special  Term^  Ma/rchy  1884. 

Demubkeb  by  defendant  to  the  complaint  on  the  following 
grounds : 

First  That  the  court  has  not'  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of 
the  defendant. 

Second.  That  the  court  has  not  jurisdiction  of  the  subject 
of  the  action. 

Third.  That  the  amended  complaint  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 


192  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

■^^^^^^m^  ■  iM  M^^^^i      III!    II  II  ■-  ■  "  -  "^^^^^^ 

Fisher  agt.  The  Charter  Oak  Life  Insurance  Company. 

Charles  B.  Alexander y  to:  defendant 

William  SetUe,  for  plaintiff. 

Ingbaham,  J,  —  Ab  to  the  first  and  second  grounds  of  fhe 
demurrer,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  defects  do  not  appear 
upon  the  face  of  the  complaint. 

By  subdivision  7  of  section  263  of  the  Code,  a  superior  city 
court  has  jurisdiction  where  an  action  is  brought  by  a  resident 
of  that  city  against  a  foreign  corporation  "  to  recover  damages 
for  breach  of  a  contract  or  a  sum  payable  by  the  terms  of  a 
contract,  where  the  contraact  was  made,  executed  or  delivered 
within  this  state,"  or  "  where  the  summons  is  served  by 
delivery  of  a  copy  thereof  within  that  city  to  an  officer  of  the 
corporation,  as  prescribed  by  law." 

By  section  266  it  is  provided  that  the  jurisdiction  of  a 

superior  city  court,  in  an  action  or  special  proceeding,  must 

always  be  presumed,  and  where  the  defendants  appear  in  the 

action,'  'tEe  *\^5i$wl?f  jurisdiction  is  waived  by  appearance, 

unless  it  is  pleaded  mol 

This  is  an  action  on  contrac?>^  ^^^  ^^*  appear  on  the 

face    of    the  complaint  that   theS?^^*  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^^'> 

executed  or  delivered  within  this  State)lSf*^**  *^®  summons 

was  not  served  on  an  officer  of  the  defenda^^^^"°  ^^^^  ^^^^ 

as  prescribed  by  law,  and  it  therefore  does  noS^P^*''  ^^  ^^® 

face  of  the  complaint  that  this  court  has  not  jj^^^i^^^^o^  ^^ 

the  person  of  the  defendant,  or  of  the  subject  of\®  ^^^'^^• 

As  to  the  third  ground  of  demurrer :   This  actioriC^^*'  "'" 

think,  be  deemed  an  action  at  law  for  the  recoveX  ^^  * 

specific  sum  of  money.    The  only  relief  demanded  ^  ^J® 

complaint  is  a  money  judgment  against  the  defendant.  V^^ 

other  or  different  relief  is  asked  for,  and  if  plaintiff  is  \^ 

entitled,  on  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint,  to  judgmer 

for  a  specific  sum  of  money  against   the  defendant,   tM 

demuiTer  mast  be  sustained  (£%^?i  agt.  Gervais,  29  Hun,  454)\ 

The  agreement  on  which  the  action  Js  brought  provided   ' 
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that  whereas  a  portion  of  the  assets  of  the  company  (defend- 
ant) are  of  uncertain  value  and  cannot  be  made  available  as  a 
part  of  the  reserve  of  the  company,  and  it  has  become  neces- 
sary to  reduce  the  liabilities  of  said  company,  the  plaintiff 
agrees  to  reduce  the  amount  of  the  policy  payable  to  him 
two-fifths,  viz. :  From  $2,000  to  $1,200 ;  and  the  defendant 
agrees  that  whenever  said  company  shall  realize  from  said 
uncertain  assets  any  divisible  surplus,  which  may  properly 
be  divided  among  the  holders  of  policies  so  reduced,  and  said 
company  will,  from  time  to  time,  apportion  to  said  policy  its 
fair  and  equitable  proportion  of  said  divisible  surplus  by 
addition  to  said  policy  or  otherwise,  which  dividend  shall 
continue  upon  such  reduced  policies  after  they  become  due 
and  are  settled,  as  well  as  upon  those  which  remain  in  force. 

This  is  an  express  obligation  of  the  defendant  on  the  reali- 
zations from'  the  ^'uncertain"  assets  of  a  divisible  surplus 
which  may  properly  be  divided  among  the  holders  of  policies 
80  reduced.  When  a  divisible  surplus  shall  have  been  realized 
the  company  is  bound  to  apportion  to  said  policy  its  fair  and 
eqxdtable  proportion,  no  discretion  is  vested  in  the  company. 
It  is  not  provided  that  the  company  may  apportion,  but  it 
agrees  it  will  apportion,  that  agreement  is  founded  on  a  valid 
consideration  and  is  one  which  the  court  can  and  should 
enforce. 

Cases  cited  by  defendant  that  where  a  board  of  commis^ 
sioners  are  vested,  by  statute  with  a  discretion  to  apportion, 
Buch  discretion  will  not  be  controlled  by  the  court,  do  not 
apply  to  a  case  where  one  of  the  parties  to  the  contract  agree 
to  apportion.  In  one  case  the  statute  expressly  vests  such 
discretion  in  third  parties,  in  the  other  the  party  to  the  con-r 
tract  agrees  to  do  a  particular  act. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  since  the  execution  and  delivery 
of  the  said  agreement  defendant  has  realized  from  the  uncer- 
tain assets  referred  to  in  said  agreement  a  divisible  Eurplus, 
which  under  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement  may  properly 
be  divided  among  the  holders  of  reduced  policies  to  such  an 
Vol.  LXVn       25 
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amount  that  the  defendant  may  and  can  now  properly  and 
legally  apportion  to  said  policy  issued  to  this  plaintiff,  and 
reduced  by  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement,  the  full  amount 
of  the  difference  between  the  amount  paid  to  this  plaintiff 
thereon  as  aforesaid  and  the  original  amount  of  said  policy, 
to  wit,  the  sum  of  $800,  and  may  and  can  properly  and 
legally  pay  that  amount  to  this  plaintiff  as  promised  by  said 
agreement. 

Are  these  allegations  sufficient  to  give  the  plaintiff  a  right 
to  a  money  judgment  for  $800,  or  any  other  sum  ?  It  will 
be  noticed  that  the  agreement  is  not  to  pay  the  policyholder 
any  sum  he  is  entitled  to  on  any  divisible  surplus  being 
realized  from  the  uncertain  assets,  but  to  have  apportioned  to 
said  policy  its  face  and  equitable  proportion  of  such  divisible 
surplus.  He  is  entitled  to  his  fair  and  equitable  proportion ; 
and  before  that  can  be  ascertained  it  must  appear  what  its 
fair  and  equitable  proportion  would  be,  and  the  defendant 
must  then  be  required  to  apportion  such  a  sum  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  word  Apportion  means  to  '^  divide  and  assign  in  just  pro- 
portion," "  to  distribute  among  two  or  more  a  just  part  or 
share  to  each ; "  and  this  is  what  the  defendant  has  agreed  to 
do,  and  such  proportion  must  be  ascertained  before  a  judg- 
ment can  be  given  against  the  defendant  for  a  sum  of  money. 

The  case  of  Boardman  agt.  The  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan 
Southern  Railway  Company  (84  iT.  J^.,  157),  is  instructive 
on  this  point. 

That  was  an  action  brought  to  compel  the  defendant,  a 
foreign  corporation,  to  pay  dividends  on  certain  preferred 
stock.  By  the  certificate  of  stock  it  was  provided  that  '^  said 
stock  is  entitled  to  dividends  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent  per 
annum,  payable  semi-annually,  etc.,  and  the  payment  of  divi- 
dends as  aforesaid  is  hereby  guaranteed." 

In  affirming  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  requiring 
the  defendants  to  pay  dividends  to  him,  and  restraining 
defendants  from  paying  dividends  on  its  common  stock  until 
the  claim  of  plaintiff  was  paid  and  satisfied,"  the  court  says, 
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at  page  180 :  "  While,  as  a  general  rule,  courts  of  equity  will 
not  exercise  visitorial  powers  over  corporations,  and  its  officers 
are  tke  sole  ]\idges  as  to  the  propriety  of  declaring  divi- 
dends, and  in  this  respect  the  court  will  not  interfere  with 
the  proper  exercise  of  their  discretion,  yet,  where  the  right  to 
the  dividend  is  clear  and  fixed  by  the  contract,  and  requires 
the  directors  to  take  action  before  it  can  be  answered  by  a 
suit  of  law,  and  a  restraint  by  injunction  is  essential  to 
maintain  the  right  of  the  stockholder,  the  interposition  of  a 
court  of  equity  is  a  proper  exercLse  of  its  power,  and  should 
be  upheld.        *        «        * 

The  judgment  here  requires  a  specific  performance  of  the 
contract,  and  such  relief  could  not  be  obtained  by  an  action 
to  recover  the  dividend." 

The  relief  here  would  be  for  a  specific  performance  of  the 
agreement,  viz. :  To  ascertain  the  divisible  surplus  and  appor- 
tion it  among  the  holders  of  reduced  policies,  but  such  relief 
is  not  asked  for  in  this  action,  and  as  the  defendant  did  not 
answer  but  demurred,  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  such 
equitable  relief  {JSdsan  agt.  GervaiSj  29  Hun,  425). 

There  is  another  objection  to  the  complaint,  which  I  think 
is  well  taken. 

The  complaint  does  not  state  facts;  the  allegations  are 
simply  conclusions.  ^^  That  a  divisible  surplus  has  been  realized 
which  may  properly  be  divided  among  the  holders  of  reduced 
policies  to  such  an  amount  that  said  defendant  may  and  can 
properly  and  legally  apportion  to  said  policy  held  by  this 
plaintiff  the  full  amount  of  the  difference  between  the  amount 
paid  and  the  full  amount,"  are  simply  conclusions.  The  Code 
requires  that  the  facts  should  be  stated  from  which  the  con- 
clusions are  to  be  drawn. 

The  demurrer  must  therefore  be  sustained,  and  judgment 
ordered  for  defendant  on  the  demurrer,  with  costs,  with  leave 
to  plaintiff  to  amend  within  twenty  days  on  payment  of  costs. 
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>  SUPEEME  COUET. 

Chablbb  Liohtsnbbbg,  appellant,  agt.  Elizabeth  Herdt- 

FELDEB  et  al.y  respondeate. 

Execution  against  property  must  be  iMued  btfore  creditor's  tteOon  can  be  main' 
tained--  Code  of  0ml  Procedure,  sections  1871,  1871. 

An  execution  against  property  must  be  issued  before  a  creditor's  suit  can 
be  maintained,  and  the  fact  that  the  debtor  himself  may  be  deceased 
forms  no  legal  excuse  for  the  omission  to  issue  the  execution. 

JFirst  Depanrtment^  General  Term,  Mai/y  1884. 

Before  Davis,  P.  •/".,  Daniels  and  Haiqht,  J  J. 

Appeal  from  a  jadgment  of  the  special  term  dismissing  the 
plaintifPs  complaint. 

F.  R,  Condert,  for  appellant. 

Isaac  Kugdrruin,  for  respondent. 

Daniels,  J.  —  The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to 
set  aside  as  fraudulent  conveyances  of  real  estate  made  and 
•executed  by  George  Herdtfelder  and  wife  to  Jacob  Heinlen, 
and  afterwards  conveyed  by  Heinlen  to  Elizabeth  Herdt- 
felder, the  defendant.  Before  it  was  commenced  George 
Herdtfelder  and  wife  executed  and  delivered  a  mortgage 
to  the  plaintiff  upon  land  situated  in  Westchester  county  to 
secure  the  bond  of  George  Herdtfelder  for  the  payment  of 
(4,000.  The  bond  and  mortgage  were  executed  on  or  about 
the  29th  of  November,  1876 ;  and  the  debt  not  being  paid 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  debtor,  but  maturing  afterwards, 
an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  was  brought 
against  his  executors.  Judgment  was  recovered  in  that  action 
for  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage,  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged 
j)roperty  and  the  recovery  of  the  deficiency  against  the  execu- 
ix>rs.    A  sale  was  made  of  the  real  estate  included  in  the 
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mortgage,  but  it  failed  to  produce  the  amount  found  to  be 
due  by  the  judgment,  and  a  judgment  for  a  deficiency, 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  $3,126.96,  with  interest,  was  entered 
and  docketed  against  the  executors  about  the  1st  of  August, 
1877.  The  executors,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  had  no  personal  or 
real  property  of  the  testator  in  their  hands,  or  subject  to  their 
disposition,  out  of  which  this  deficiency  could  be  collected, 
and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  brought  this  action  to  set  aside 
•these  conveyances  made  of  his  reH  estate  by  the  testator 
in  his  lifetime,  and  by  the  grantee  in  those  conveyances  to 
the  testator's  wife,  alleging  them  to  have  been  made  with  the 
intent  to  hinder,  delay  and  defraud  his  creditors.  No  execu- 
tion was  issued  upon  this  judgment,  and  because  of  that 
omission  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff  was  dismissed  at 
the  trial. 

Under  section  1871  of  the  Code,  which  is  similar  in  its 
effect  to  the  preceding  provisions  contained  in  the  Bevised 
Statutes  upon  the  same  matter,  an  execution  is  required  to  be 
returned  unsatisfied  in  whole  or  in  part  to  enable  the  judg- 
ment creditor  to  maintain  an  action  to  compel  the  discovery 
of  anything  in  action  or  other  property  belonging  to  the  judg- 
ment debtor.  These  provisions  are  unqualified  and  without 
exception  when  that  may  be  the  nature  of  the  action.  The 
creditor,  however,  is  not  oblfged  to  resort  to  the  remedy  pre- 
scribed by  this  section  of  the  Code.  He  may,  notwithstanding 
its  enactment,  bring  an  action  under  the  general  equitable 
authority  of  the  court  in  aid  of  his  execution  to  remove  such 
unlawful  dispositions  of  the  debtor's  property  as  may  render 
the  execution  while  they  exist  ineffectual.  But  to  maintain 
such  an  action  it  has  been  held  repeatedly  that  the  issuing  of 
an  execution  against  the  property  of  the  judgment  debtor  is 
first  indispensably  necessary.  If  the  action  is  brought  under 
the  authority  of  the  statute  execution  must  not  only  be  issued 
but  it  must  be  returned  in  whole  or  in  part  unsatisfied. 
"While  if  the  action  is  to  remove  illegal  obstructions  caused 
by  fraudulent  incumbrances  or  disposition  of  the  debtor's 
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property  out  of  the  way  of  the  execution,  it  must  at  least  be 
issued  before  an  action  is  commenced.  This  point  has  been 
frequently  examined  by  the  courts  and  it  has  been  sustained 
with  but  very  few  exceptions  not  now  entitled  to  reliance  as 
authority  {McCartney  agt.  Bostvnck^  32  N.  Y.,  53;  Adsit 
agt.  Sandford,  23  Hun,  49;  Schmitz  agt.  Zanffhaar,  8S 
JV.  r.,  503 ;  Adsit  agt.  Butler,  87  iT.  T.,  585).  And  the 
fact  tliat  the  debtor  himself  may  be  deceased  forms  no  legal 
excuse  for  the  omission  to  issue  the  execution.  His  executors 
or  administrator  in  that  case  stand  in  his  place  and  represent 
him  {Olaucus  agt.  Fogd,  88  N.  Y.y  434).  And  by  section 
1371  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  when  tlie  judgment  has 
been  recovered,  as  it  was  in  this  instance,  against  the  execu- 
tors, an  execution  against  them  to  be  collected  from  real  or 
personal  property  in  their  hands  has  been  authorized  {See^ 
alsOy  Roger  Car  Wheel  Co.  agt.  Fielding,  and  Bowe  agt. 
Arnold,  decided  by  this  general  term  in  January,  1884)* 
And  that  it  must  be  issued  before  the  creditors'  suit  can  be 
maintained,  although  the  debtor  himself  may  be  deceased,  was 
held  in  Estee  agt.  Wilcox  (67  N,  Y.,  264) ;  and  AUyn  agt. 
Thurston  (53  id.,  622)  seems  to  have  been  to  the  same  effect. 
Loomis  agt.  Tift  (16  Barb.,  541)  is  an  authority  supporting 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  maintain  the  action,  but  as  an  authority 
for  Ihat  purpose  it  stands  alone  and  is  directly  in  conflict  with 
the  others  which  have  been  mentioned  and  must,  therefore, 
be  considered  to  have  been  overruled.  By  the  principle  so 
uniformly  maintained  in  them  an  execution  against  property 
must  be  issued  before  a  creditor's  suit  can  be  maintained. 
Miller  agt.  Miller  (7  Hun,  208),  and  DunUary  agt.  TaUr 
madge  (32  N,  Y.,  457),  are  also  to  the  same  effect. 

The  judgment  in  which  the  appeal  has  been  taken  was 
accordingly  right  and  it  should  be  affirmed. 

Haioht,  J.,  concurred  in  the  opinion  of  Daihels,  J. 

Davis,  P.  J.  {dissenting). —  It  is  a  maxim  of  the  law  and  of 
equity  that  it  will  not  demand  a  vain  thing.    The  facts  of  this 
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case  show  that  the  issning  and  return  of  an  execation  wonld 
be  an  absolately  useless  and  idle  ceremony.  I  think,  therefore, 
the  court  should  not  have  dismissed  the  complaint,  and  feel  con- 
strained  to  dissent  from  the  conclusions  of  mj  brother  Daniels. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Max  D.  Stkkn  agt.  Philip  H.  Moss. 

Arretts  in  diUrict  courts — Action  on  contract --  When  pLainUff  entitled  to 

execution  againet  the  person. 

Where,  in  an  action  in  a  district  court  upon  contract,  an  order  of  arrest 
has  been  granted  upon  facts  (shown  by  affidavits)  extrinsic  to  the  cause 
of  action,  and  such  order  of  arrest  has  not  been  vacated,  the  plaintifT 
need  only  prove  on  the  trial  his  money  demand,  and  is  then  entitled  to 
a  Judgment  subjecting  the  defendant  to  execution  against  his  person. 

General  Terrrij  Julyy  1884. 

Before  Labremobb,  P.  e/".,  J.  F.  Daly  cmd  Van  Hoesen,  J  J* 

The  simimons  and  order  of  arrest  in  this  action  was  served 
upon  the  defendant,  and  on  August  3,  1883,  the  parties 
Appeared  in  court  and  issue  was  joined  between  them. 

The  pleadings  were  oral.  Complaint,  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered ;  answer,  general  denial.  A  motion  was  made  to 
Tacate  the  -order  of  arrest  which  had  been  granted  upon 
extrinsic  facts  set  forth  in  affidavits  showing  that  the  goods 
had  been  obtained  upon  false  and  fraudulent  representations. 
Counter  affidavits  were  made  in  opposition  thereto. 

On  August  4,  1883,  the  motion  to  vacate  the  order  was 
denied,  and  the  trial  of  the  action  was  adjourned  to  August 
8,  1883,  when  it  was  tried  before  justice  Anoel  (sitting  in 
place  of  justice  McGown),  who,  on  August  15, 1883,  rendered 
judgment  for  the  defendant,  dismissing  the  action,  with  costs. 

Upon  the  trial  the  plaintiff   only  proved  the  sale   and 
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delivery  of  the  goods  in  question  and  non-pajment  therefor. 
The  defendant  offered  no  proof,  but  moved  to  vacate  the 
order  of  arrest  for  want  of  proof  to  sustain  it.  The  plaintiff 
insisted  that  upon  the  evidence,  as  it  stood,  he  was  entitled  to 
a  money  judgment  for  the  value  of  the  goods,  together  with 
the  direction  therein  ol  the  words,  "  defendant  liable  to  execu- 
tion against  his  person." 

From  the  refusal  of  the  justice  to  insert  such  direction,  and 
from  the  judgment  rendered,  this  appeal  is  taken. 

Louis  H,  Mayer^  for  plaintiff,  appellant. 

A,  Cantor^  for  defendant,  respondent. 

Per  Curiam.  —  The  justice,  in  a  well  considered  opinion, 
refers  to  Coles  agt.  Eannigan  (8  Daly^  43)  as  authority  for 
'his  decision.  In  that  case  the  action  was  commenced  by  a 
warrant  of  arrest  in  the  first  instance,  pursnant  to  subdivision 
8,  section  16,  chapter  346  of  the  Laws  of  1857.  The  process 
used  determined  the  character  of  the  action,  and  as  the  fraud 
was  not  denied,  nor  any  motion  made  to  vacate  the  arrest,  it 
was  held  the  defendant  was  liable  to  arrest  upon  execution, 
upon  proof  only  of  his  indebtedness.  But  section  10  of  the 
act  of  1857,  allowing  the  commencement  of  an  action  by  a 
summons,  warrant  or  attachment,  was  repealed  by  section 
8209  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  which  provides  that  an 
action  brought  in  the  district  courts  must  be  commenced  by 
voluntary  appearance  of  the  parties  or  by  the  service  of  a 
summons. 

By  section  3210  of  the  Code,  article  3,  chapter  19,  is  made 
applicable  to  the  district  courts.  This  article  includes  sections 
2894  to  2904,  subject  to  the  qualifications  mentioned  in  sec- 
tion 3211.  This  latter  section  provides  that  existing  statutes 
in  relation  to  the  district  courts  which  are  not  repealed  shall 
still  be  applicable  as  to  the  manner  of  applying  for,  granting 
and  executing  an  order  of  arrest,  &c. 

As  an  action  in  these  courts  must  now  be  commenced  by  a 
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flummonfiy  it  would  appear  that  an  order  of  arrest  therein  is  to 
be  regarded  ha  a  provisional  remedy  somewhat  analogous  to 
the  practice  under  section  179  of  the  old  Code  of  Procedure, 
where  the  action  on  contract  might  be  prosecuted  irrespective 
of  the  right  to  arrest  upon  extrinsic  facts. 

Sections  549  and  550  have  no  application  to  arrests  in  the 
district  courts  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  subdivision  4  of 
section  549  is  the  only  statute  that  requires  that  fraud  in  con- 
tracting the  debt  shall  be  proved  upon  the  trial,  if  the  plaintiff 
suing  to  recover  money  due  upon  a  contract  seeks  the  arrest 
of  the  defendant.  Before  the  enactment  of  subdivision  4  of 
section  549,  it  was  never  necessary  that  the  plaintiff  should 
allege  in  his  complaint  and  prove  at  the  trial  that  the  debt 
that  he  sued  to  recover  was  fraudulently  contracted.  His  cause 
of  action  was  an  ordinary  money  demand,  and  the  fraud  used 
by  the  defendant  in  incurring  the  debt  was  a  circumstance 
extrinsic  to  the  cause  of  action  to  be  proved  by  affidavit,  if 
the  plaintiff  attempted  to  arrest  the  defendant.  Upon  his 
arrest  the  defendant  was  at  liberty  to  move  upon  affidavits  to 
vacate  the  order  of  arrest,  and  the  question  of  the  defendant's 
liability  to  arrest  was  always  decided  upon  affidavits  where  the 
ground  of  arrest  was  extrinsic  to  the  cause  of  action.  Though 
the  subdivision  we  have  mentioned  has  introduced  a  new  rule 
in  courts  of  record,  the  practice  in  the  district  courts  has  not, 
as  we  have  said,  been  affected  by  it.  Section  1304  of  the 
consolidation  act  prescribes  the  case  in  which  an  arrest  may 
be  had  in  an  action  in  the  district  court.  When  arrested  the 
defendant  may  move  upon  affidavits  to  vacate  the  order  of 
arrest.  Th^  very  point  was  decided  in  Johnson  agt.  Florence 
(32  Uow.  Pr.y  230).  Where  the  original  process  was  a  war- 
rant, the  setting  aside  of  the  warrant  put  an  end  to  the  action. 
But  the  order  of  arrest  obtained  under  1304  of  the  consolida- 
tion act  is  merely  a  provisional  remedy,  which  may  be  vacated 
without  affecting  the  summons  or  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
proceed  with  the  action,  in  order  that  he  may  recover  judgment 
for  his  demand. 

Vol.  LXVn  26 
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Where  the  order  of  arrest  is  sustained,  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  an  entry  in  the  judgment,  if  he  recover  one ;  that 
the  defendant  is  subject  to  arrest  and  imprisonment  thereon 
{Sec,  13S6  of  the  Consolidation  Act;  Colea  agt.  Hannigan^  8 
DcHy^  43).  The  execution  is  then  to  be  issued  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  1399. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  and  the  order  vacating  the 
order  of  arrest  should,  therefore,  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
ordered,  with  costs  to  the  appellant  to  abide  the  event. 

In  order  to  prevent  misconception,  we  will  say  that  section 
8018  is  not  now  before  us,  but  we  do  not  think  it  has  any 
bearing  upon  the  question  that  we  have  passed  upon  on  this 
appeal 


SUPKEME  COURT. 

Cordelia  IIall,  as  administratrix,  agt.  William  E.  Edmunds, 

as  administrator. 

CosU  and  disbfirs&menU  against  exeetUors  and  adminiMtraiors  on  refwrenee  of 

claim —  Code  of  Procedure^  section  817. 

The  prevailing  party,  upon  a  reference  of  a  claim  against  a  decedent, 
under  the  unrepealed  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  is  entitled  to 
recover  the  fees  of  referee,  witnesses  and  his  other  disbursements. 

By  Laws  of  1877  (p.  469),  all  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  is  repealed,  except 
certain  specified  sections,  among  which  are  sections  311  to  822,  both 
inclusive,  and  the  repealing  act  of  1880  {Lotos  of  1880,  p,  875,  nib.  8) 
provides,  that  the  repeal  by  that  act  shall  not  affect  the  right  of  the 
prevailing  party  to  recover  the  fees  of  referee,  witnesses  and  his  other 
disbursements,  upon  the  reference  of  a  claim  against  a  decedent,  under 
the  unrepealed  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (This  is  adverse  to 
DaggeU agt.  Mead,  11  Abb.  N.  0.,  116;  see,  also,  MiUer  agt.  MiOer,  anU,  185)^ 

Monroe  Special  Temiy  July^  1884. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  confirm  report  of  referee  npon  a 
daim  against  an  estate  referred  under  the  Bevised  StatateS| 
and  for  judgment  thereon  with  disbursements. 


I 
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t/1  JE.  Durandy  for  motion. 
W.  E.  Edmundsy  opposed. 

Angle,  J, —  The  connBel  opposing  the  motion  in  objecting 
to  the  allowance  of  disbarsements  relies  npon  Daggett  agt. 
Mead  (11  Ahb.  N.  (7.,  116),  in  which  the  judge  appears  to 
have  rejected  these  items  in  a  brief  oral  opinion.  In  the 
argument  of  that  case  the  connsel  (as  the  report  shows),  stated, 
"  that  part  of  section  317  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  allowing 
disbursements,  whenever  there  is  a  recovery,  was  repealed  by 
chapter  417,  Laws  1877."  In  this  the  counsel  was  mistaken, 
and  if  the  decision  went  upon  that  position  an  erroneous 
factor  entered  into  the  conclusion  of  the  judge.  Instead  of 
section  317  having  been  repealed  it  is  expressly  excepted  from 
the  repeal.  See  Laws  1877  {p.  469),  where  all  of  the  Code 
of  Procedure  is  repealed  except  certain  specified  sections 
among  which  are  "sections  311  to  322  both  inclusive,"  and 
th^  repealing  act  of  1880  {Laws  1880,  jp.  375,  avh.  8)  provides 
that  the  repeal  by  that  act  shall  not  affect  the  right  of  the 
prevailing  party  to  recover  the  fees  of  referee,  witnesses  and 
his  other  disbursements  upon  the  reference  of  a  claim  against 
a  decedenl;  under  the  unrepealed  provisions  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes. 

My  conclusion  is  adverse  to  Daggett  agt.  Mead^  and  I  allow 
plaintiff  to  recover  such  disbursements. 
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K  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
John  H.  WEfiffERFiELD  agt.  William  Eaddb  et  al 

Truttees  of  coTporaUon-^When  jairUly  and  severally  UabUe  for  ike  debU  qf 
the  company  for  failure  to  make  annual  report. 

An  annual  report  of  a  corporation,  signed  by  two  trustees,  when  the  cer* 
tificate  of  incorporation  of  the  company  was  signed  by  seven  and 
acknowledged  by  nine  trustees,  does  not  satisfy  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  which  requires  such  report,  to  absolve  the  trustees  from  per- 
sonal liability  for  the  debts  of  the  corporation,  to  be  signed  by  a 
majority  of  the  trustees,  where  it  is  not  shown  by  an  official  record 
that  more  than  one  of  the  trustees  had  resigned. 

General  Term^  Jwne^  1884. 

Before  Labbemose,  P. «/.,  Daly  and  Yan  Hobsen^  J  J. 

« 

John  A.  Foster^  for  appellant. 
John  P.  Reedy  Jr.^  for  respondents. 

Labbemobe,  J.  —  When  this  case  was  first  heard  upon 
appeal,  this  court  held,  upon  the  evidence  then  submitted 
(7  Daly^  326),  that  the  existence  of  a  by-law  of  the  company 
forbidding  its  oflScers  from  incurring  any  debt  unless  duly 
authorized  by  its  board  of  trustees,  raised  a  presumption  in 
favor  of  the  non-liability  o£  the  company,  that  the  testimony 
offered  to  oflFset  such  presumption,  viz.,  a  well  recognized 
general  course  of  dealing  in  the  purchase  of  goods,  should 
have  been  left  to  the  jury,  and  that  the  direction  of  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiffs  was  error. 

Upon  the  second  trial  the  jury  passed  upon  this  question, 
and  I  think  the  evidence  offered,  although  not  entirely  satis- 
factory, is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  finding  in  plaintiff's  behalf. 

The  general  term  of  this  court,  in  Third  Avenue  RcMroc^d 
Company  agt.  Ehling  {Nov.  1882),  clearly  defined  and  dis- 
tinguished the  responsibility  of  a  corporation  for  the  act  of 
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its  president  of  an  ordinary  character  in  its  everj-day  business, 
and  his  acts  as  a  merely  presiding  officer.  The  reasoning  in 
that  case  appears  to  me  to  indicate  that  the  evidence  offei*ed 
npon  this  trial  as  to  the  anthority  of  the  president  to  purchase 
goods  was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury. 

The  more  serious  question  arises  upon  the  fact  that  the 
annual  report  of  January  20,  1873,  required  by  section  12  of 
the  act  of  February  17, 1848,  was  made  by  only  two  of  the 
trustees,  one  of  whom  verified  the  same  as  the  late  acting 
vice-president  of  the  company.  It  appears  from  the  minutes 
of  its  board  of  trustees.  May  4, 1872,  that  the  resignation  of 
S.  T.  Meyer,  as  trustee,  was  received  and  accepted.  It  was 
not  shown  by  any  official  record  that  Bock,  the  president,  or 
any  other  trustee,  had  resigned  his  office.  The  certificate  of 
incorporation  was  signed  by  seven  trustees  (including  the 
defendants),  and  acknowledged  by  nine  trustees,  AprQ  10, 
1872,  and  duly  filed  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state  and 
the  clerk  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York.  Section  12 
of  said  act  requires  that  a  company  incorporated  thereunder 
shall  annually,  within  twenty  days  of  the  first  day  of  January 
make  a  report  which  shall  be  published,  etc.,  which  shall  be 
signed  by  the  president  and  a  majority  of  the  trustees,  and 
shall  be  verified  by  the  oath  of  the  president  or  secretary  of 
said  company,  and  filed  *  *  «  and  if  any  of 
said  companies  shall  fail  so  to  do,  all  the  trustees  of  the  com- 
pany shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  all  the  debts  of 
the  company  then  existing,  and  for  all  that  shall  be  contracted 
before  such  report  shall  be  made. 

As  before  observed,  there  is  no  official  record  showing  the 
resignation  of  either  the  president  or  secretary  of  the  com- 
pany. Nothing  less  than  this  should  be  allowed  to  defeat  the 
provisions  of  a  public  statute  intended  to  protect  the  interests 
of  creditors  who  were  without  possible  knowledge  of  the 
directorial  acts  of  the  company.  The  statute  requires  that  the 
president  or  secretary  shall  verify  the  annual  report,  which 
must  be  signed  by  the  president  and  a  majority  of  the  trustees. 
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A  refusal  in  either  case  could  have  been  reviewed  by  the 
court  and  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute 
enforced.  The  report  filed  did  not  satisfy  the  provisions  of 
the  statute.  Two  trustees  do  not  constitute  a  majority  of 
either  seven  or  nine.  The  resignations,  if  made,  should  have 
been  shown  by  an  official  record.  The  loose  statements  of  the 
witness  Bleckwenn  should  not  be  allowed  to  supersede  the 
well  recognized  principle  that  the  records  of  a  corporation 
are  prima  facie  evidence  of  its  official  acts  as  well  as  those 
of  its  individual  members.  Any  other  theory  would  be  sub- 
versive of  justice.  Three  or  more  individuals  might  organize 
a  company,  incur  a  liability,  and  then  by  simply  saying  "  I 
will  resign,"  or  by  refusing  to  take  part  in  any  other  pro- 
ceedings rid  themselves  of  a  responsibility  which  they  had 
voluntarily  assumed.  This  could  not  have  been  the  intention 
of  the  act  in  question  —  to  leave  creditors  for  whose  benefit 
it  was  enacted  to  the  mercy  of  the  incorporators.  They 
must  be  held  to  a  knowledge  of  their  liability  imposed  by  the 
statute,  and  if  overreached  or  injured  by  any  act  or  omission 
of  their  associates  must  seek  redress  through  the  well  known 
channels  of  the  law.  The  resignation  of  the  defendant 
Meyer  was  accepted  before  the  present  liability  had  been 
incurred,  and  he  is  therefore  not  chargeable  with  any  neglect 
of  duty. 

After  examination  of  all  the  exceptions  presented  upon  this 
appeal,  I  have  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  maixi  question 
of  fact  in  this  case  was  decided  by  the  jury,  and  that  the 
judgment  should  be  affirmed. 
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SUPEEME  COUET. 

Emily  O.  Gibbes  agt.  The  Nbw  York  Life  Insubance  and 

Trust  Company,  &c.,  and  others. 

VoluTUartf  deed  of  trusts  When  9et  adds  —  Effeet  of  abeence  of  power  af 

revocation. 

The  plaintiff  sued  to  set  aside  a  deed  of  trust  to  her  brother-in-law  of 
property  which  came  to  her  through  her  mother's  will.  The  day  suc- 
ceeding the  mother's  funeral  her  will  was  opened  and  accompanying  it 
was  found  a  letter,  written  ten  years  before,  requesting  plaintiff  to  put 
her  share  of  the  property  in  trust,  and  a  form  of  deed  was  inclosed. 
The  plaintiff  then  consented  to  sign  the  deed,  which  was  executed  a 
few  days  after,  whereby  she  made  an  irrevocable  settlement  of  her 
property,  reserving  the  power  of  appointment,  by  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, in  favor  of  those  related  to  her  by  consanguinity,  and  in  default 
of  such  appointment  the  trustee  was  to  convey  the  estate  to  her  children 
or  descendants,  and  in  case  she  should  leave  no  child  or  descendant,  the 
estate  was  to  go  by  force  of  the  deed  to  her  heirs-at-law  and  next  of  kin. 
The  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  executing  the  instrument  was  in  feeble 
health,  and  did  not  know  the  amount  or  condition  of  her  property,  and 
testified  that  she  did  not  understand  that  she  was  making  an  irrevocable 
disposition  of  it  The  trustee,  under  whose  eye  and  with  whose  active 
co-operation  the  settlement  was  made  and  executed,  and  whose  family 
was  benefited  by  its  terms  and  limitations,  asked  her  and  her  sister  **  if 
they  did  not  wish  to  follow  the  wishes  of  their  parents,  who  .were 
dead:" 

Seld,  that  plaintiff  should  be  relieved  from  the  settlement,  and  the  deed 
of  trust  should  be  set  aside.         f 

Special  Term^  Juiy^  1883. 

John  E.  Parsons  and  J.  Hamden  Dougktery^  for  plaintiff. 

George  De  Forest  Lordy  for  defendants. 

Van  Vorst,  J, — After  a  careful  consideration  of  the  evi- 
dence in  this  case,  and  of  all  the  facts  and  circumstances 
disclosed  upon  the  trial,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  plaintiff 
should  be  relieved  from  the  settlement  she  made  in  the  year 
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1871,  and  the  deed  of  trost  should  be  set  aside.  No  inflexible 
role  can  be  formnlated  as  to  what  state  of  facts  would  in  all 
cases  justify  a  court  in  setting  aside,  upon  the  application  of 
the  settler,  a  voluntary  settlement.  Each  case  must  needs 
stand,  and  be  determined  by  itself,  according  to  what  is  just 
and  right.  Adjudicated  cases,  of  which  there  are  a  large 
number,  bear  upon  the  general  subject  and  should  be  followed 
where  in  substance  the  same  facts  and  circumstances  occur; 
but  it  rarely  happens  that  two  ca^es  are  alike,  or  that  any  one 
^^  has  a  brother."  The  judgment  and  conscience  of  the  court, 
under  the  rules  of  equity  and  the  decisions,  must  in  the  end 
dispose  of  each  case  by  itself. 

The  plaintiff  testifies  that  she  did  not  understand  the  trans- 
action, which  she  now  asks  the  court  to  set  aside,  as  it  in  the 
end  expressed  itself.  She  never  intended  to  denude  herself 
absolutely  of  the  control  of  the  property  covered  by  the  trust 
deed,  and  that  had  she  understood  the  character  of  the  deed, 
and  that  it  was  irrevocable,  she  would  not  have  executed  it ; 
that  its  character,  in  this  regard  and  otherwise,  was  not 
explained  to  or  known  by  her.  She  wishes  herself  to  control 
her  property,  and  to  make  such  present  and  future  disposition 
of  it  as  she  chooses.  Such  desire  is  natural,  and  is  not 
unreasonable  on  the  part  of  this  plaintiff,  who  is  of  mature 
years,  apparently  well  disciplined,  and  who  is  not  now  wholly 
inexperienced  in  the  management  of  property,  of  which  she 
owns  and  controls  a  not  inconsiderable  sum.  She  claims  to 
have  been  unduly  hastened  to  the  execution  of  the  trust  deed 
and  to  tie  up  her  property,  the  amount  or  situation  of  which 
she  did  not  know,  and  by  an  instrument  the  true  character 
and  object  of  which  she  did  not  at  the  time  comprehend.  I 
think  that  the  evidence  sustains  the  claim  and  makes  out  a 
case  for  relief  in  a  court  of  equity.  A  glance  at  the  situation 
and  some  of  the  facts  and  circumstances,  I  feel  quite  sure,  will 
reconcile  this  conclusion  with  what  is  in  itself  just  and  proper, 
and  will  be  found  to  be  in  harmony  with  what  has  been 
generally  adjudicated  in  such  cases. 
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The  mother  of  the  plaintifE  died  on  Christmas  day,  1870. 
The  property  in  question  came  to  the  plaintiff  through  an 
unqualified  and  unfettered  bequest  contained  in  her  mother's 
will.  The  consent  to  the  execution  of  a  deed  of  trust  by  the 
plaintiff,  as  is  claimed  by  and  on  the  behalf  of  the  brother- 
in-law  of  the  plaintiff,  and  who  was  the  trustee  named  in  the 
instrument,  was  obtained  the  day  succeeding  the  funeral  of 
the  mother,  when  the  will  was  opened,  and  the,  forms  of  deeds 
of  trust  were  first  handed  to  her.  The  deed  was  executed  by 
the  plaintiff  within  a  few  days  thereafter. 

Accompanying  the  will  was  found  a  letter  signed  by  the 
mother  of  the  plaintiff,  requesting  the  plaintiff  to  put  her 
share  of  the  property  in  trust,  and  a  form  of  a  deed  was 
inclosed.  "With  regard  to  both  this  letter  and  the  form  of  a 
deed  of  trust,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  they  were  prepared  ten 
years  before.  What  might  have  seemed  proper  to  be  advised 
by  the  plaintiff's  mother  ten  years  before,  would  not  be  so 
necessarily  ten  years  later,  when  the  legatee  had  gained 
knowledge,  experience  and  fixedness  of  character,  which  time 
and  opportunity  afford.  It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  say  that 
neither  the  letter  nor  deed  of  trust  formed  any  part  of  and 
could  not  modify  or  change  the  testamentary  disposition,  which 
was  absolute.  A  trust  cannot  in  that  way  be  created  on  a  will. 
In  fact,  the  plaintiff's  mother  was  prohibited  by  her  father's 
will,  under  which  she  held  the  property  for  her  children  in 
such  proportion  as  she  might  appoint,  from  impressing  a  trust 
upon  it.  What  she  gave  she  was  bound  to  give  in  absolute 
terms,  as  she  did.  Tet  I  am  persuaded  that  the  letter  of  her 
mother,  and  the  manner  in  which  it  was  presented,  and  the 
attendant  circumstances,  had  their  effect  upon  the  mind  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  fettered  her  will. 

No  time  seems  to  have  been  lost  in  hastening  'the  conclu- 
sion. Counsel  was  present,  who  had  been  invited  by  the 
brother-in  law,  as  he  says,  to  be  present  at  the  openiufi:  of  the 
will,  and  to  give  needed  advice.  And  in  one  interview,  the 
day  after  the  funeral,  the  trust  deed  first  presented  and 
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changed  on  the  instant  in  a  very  important  particular,  at  the 
suggestion  of  the  counsel  and  according  to  his  idea,  is  claimed 
to  have  been  understood  and  assented  to  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
her  signature  to  an  engrossed  copy,  so  soon  as  it  could  be  pre- 
pared, with  the  alterations  included  —  which  had  not  been 
read  by  her — was  obtained. 

The  occasion  for  presenting  and  consummatijig  this  trans- 
action was,  in  a  true  sense,  inopportune,  in  so  far  as  the  plain- 
tiff was  concerned.  The  plaintiff  had  been  in  attendance 
upon  her  sick  mother  for  some  time  before  her  death,  and 
had  sat  up  with  her  night  after  night,  ministering  to  her 
wants,  and  was  in  grief  at  her  recent  death,  and  was  in  no 
condition  of  body  or  mind  to  give  a  proper  consideration  to 
a  subject  of  that  importance,  or  at  that  moment  to  give  a 
dear  and  satisfactoiy  assent  to  placing  the  property,  the 
amount  of  which  she  did  not  know,  under  the  obligations  of 
an  irrevocable  settlement.  The  deed  cannot  be  said  to  have 
been  her  voluntary  free  act.  It  was  no  suggestion  of  the 
plaintiff.  By  this  arrangement  the  plaintiff  has  never  been 
allowed  the  satisfaction  of  enjoying  the  full  possession,  for 
any  length  of  time,  of  the  property  which  came  to  her  in 
pursuance  of  au  appointment  made  under  the  provisions  of 
her  grandfather's  will,  for  upon  the  instant  that  she  was  advised 
of  the  gift  she  gave  up  its  possession  and  control  The  haste 
with  which  this  settlement  was  reached  was  neither  considerate 
nor  wise,  in  the  condition  in  which  the  plaintiff  then  stood  to 
her  mother's  death. 

In  all  transactions  of  this  character,  to  have  the  approval  of 
a  court  of  equity,  time  and  opportunity  for  reflection  and 
calm  decision,  should  have  been  afforded.  There  was  not  the 
least  occasion  for  haste  or  precipitate  action.  With  regard  to 
placing  a  portion  of  the  share  derived  and  bequeathed  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  designed  for  her  brother,  in  trust,  the  circumstances 
concerning  which  had  been  explained  to  the  plaintiff  by  her 
father  long  before,  there  was  no  occasion  for  delay.  But  in 
respect  to  her  own  property  the  matter  was  an  entire  surprise, 
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and  before  an  opportunity  to  recover  from  the  surprise  had 
been  given,  the  deed  was  executed.  And  the  plaintiff  has  in 
substance  testified  that  she  supposed  that  in  order  to  make  an 
effective  trust  for  her  brother,  the  instrument  she  signed  with 
respect  to  her  own  property  was  necessary. 

It  is  not  important  to  analyze  the  settlement  itself.  It  is 
sufficient  to  state  that  by  its  terms  there  has  been  reserved  to 
the  settler  only  the  power  of  appointment,  by  last  will  and 
testament,  in  favor  of  those  related  to  her  by  consanguinity, 
and,  in  default  of  such  appointment,  the  trustee  is  to  convey 
the  estate  to  her  children  or  descendants;  and  to  this 
there  was  added  by  the  counsel,  on  the  occasion  above 
mentioned,  according  to  his  notion,  that  in  case  plaintiff 
should  leave  no  child  or  descendant,  the  estate  was  to  go  by 
force  of  tlie  deed  to  her  heirs-at-law  and  next  of  kin. 

The  power  to  appoint  is,  therefore,  limited  to  the  circle  of 
consanguinity.  No  provision  can  be  made  for  a  husband,  in 
the  event  that  plaintiff  should  marry.  No  gift  can  be  made^ 
to  satisfy  the  suggestion  of  friendship  or  gratitude  to  persons^ 
outside  of  those  related  by  blood  to  the  settler  of  the  trusty 
and  no  impulse  of  charitable  or  benevolent  inclination  can  be 
obeyed. 

I  have  alluded  above  to  tlie  adjudicated  cases  in  a  general^ 
way.  To  uphold  a  voluntary  settlement  of  this  character, 
made  without  consideration,  it  must  appear  clearly  that  the. 
settler  understood  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  transaction,  and. 
that  she  was  not  unduly  influenced  and  had  sufficient  ^^  looue- 
penitentioB?^ 

I  am  satisfied  from  the -evidence  that  she  did  not  clearly 
understand  that  she  was  making  an  irrevoicable  disposi- 
tion of  her  property.  She,  as  well  as  her  sister  in  feeble 
health,  was  influenced  by  the  letter  of  their  mother  and 
by  the  suggestions  and  action  of  their  brother-in-law,  who, 
with  his  family,  had  a  direct  interest  in  the  execution 
of  the  deed,  and  who  chiefly  supervised  or  directed  the 
matter,  and  who  asked  them  "  if  they  did  not  wish  to  follow 
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the  wishes  of  their  parents,  who  were  dead."  The  rapidity 
with  which  the  business  was  hastened  to  completion,  from  the 
opening  of  the  will,  gave  no  adequate  time  for  reflection  in 
the  condition  in  which  the  plaintiff  and  her  sister  were  at  the 
time.  One  of  the  sisters  has  testified  :  *'  We  were  not  given 
sufficient  time  to  thmk  it  oVer ;  my  health  was  very  bad  at  that 
time ;  when  I  came  down  to  the  library,  I  hardly  knew  what 
was  said  to  me  or  what  I  said  ;  I  took  no  interest  in  it  at  all." 

Nor  do  I  think  that  the  plaintiff  had,  in  any  true  sense,  as 
was  proper  that  she  should  have  had,  independent  counsel. 
By  this  no  reflection  is  intended  to  be  made  upon  the  learned 
and  honorable  gentleman  who  was  pi^esent  and  made  the 
changes  in  or  additions  to  the  deed,  and  who  directed  the  prep- 
aration of  the  engrossed  copy  for  signature.  He  was  sum- 
moned to  be  present  at  the  opening  of  the  will.  He  knew 
nothing,  nor  did  the  plaintiff,  of  the  trust  deed  until  the  will 
was  opened.  And  yet  he  may  have  supposed  that  the  plaintiff 
bxQw  that  a  deed  of  that  character  would  be  found  with  the 
will,  ^e  never  saw  the  plaintiff  upon  the  subject  but  on 
this  one  QC(^ion.  His  recollection  of  what  occurred  is  not 
entirely  cjear^  b9t  it  does  not  appear  that  he  explained  to  her 
the  irrevocable  nature  of  the  transaction.  That  should  have 
been  done  to  justify  tjl^e  court  in  upholding  this  instrument. 

In  the  Englisl^  cai^  the  effect  of  the  absence  of  a  power  of 
revocation  in  voluntary  settlements  has  been  much  discussed, 
some  of  the  judges  attaching  more  significance  and  importance 
to  such  omission  than  others. 

In  Taker  agt.  Toker  (3  De  <?.,  J.  dk  8.,  487)  the  lord  chief 
justice  said  "  that  the  absence  of  a  power  of  revocation  is  a 
circumstance  to  be  taken  into  a^Qcountj  and  is  of  more  or  less 
weight  according  to  the  circumstance  of  such  case." 

In  this  state  the  simple  absence  from  the  deed  of  a  power 
of  revocation  would  not  be  regarded  as  of  so  serious  moment, 
as  its  insertion  might  defeat  the  object  of  the  settlement. 

In  Henry  agt.  Armstrong  (44  Z.  T.,  913  [1881]),  Kay,  J., 
held  that  the  absence  of  a  power  of  revocation  was  no  ground 
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for  setting  aside  the  deed  under  the  circumstance  of  that  case. 
The  settlement  there  waj9  made  by  a  man  in  favor  of  his  wife 
and  children,  and  the  court  held  that  a  power  of  revocatiou 
would  have  been  inconsistent  with  the  object  of  the  deed. 

But  the  difSculty  in  this  case  is  that  the  settler  did  not 
understand  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  settlement,  nor  was 
it  explained  to  her.  Such  explanation  is  iiecessary  in  all 
cases,  especially  when  the  settlement  is  by  a  young  woipan, 
inexperienced  in  business  affairs  ( Upon  the  general  eubject^ 
9ee  Perry  on  Truete^  vol.  1,  sec.  104,^.  96-100 ;  Everett  agt. 
EvereUj  Z.  R.^  10  ^.,  406 ;  Wollasten  agt.  Trihe,  Z.  7?.,  9 
JSg'.,  44;  Gouts  agt  Aoworih^  8  Zj'.,  558;  Prideaux  agt 
Lonsdale,  1  Be  <?.,  J.  ds  -&,  433 ;  ffall  agt.  HaU,  14  Zy., 
865  ;  reversed  on  the  facts,  8  Chy.  Ap,,  430 ;  Montford  agt. 
Xeene,  19  W.  JS.,  708;  Phillips  agt.  MuUings,  L.  R.,  7  Ch. 
Ap,,  244 ;  Fredericks  Appeal,  75  Pa.  St.,  269 ;  ConJding  agt 
Davis,  N.  Y.  Special  Term,  May,  1878,  Yan  Beunt,  J.). 

In  this  case  I  think  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  reinstated 
in  the  full  and  exclusive  dominion  of  her  property,  subject 
to  be  disposed  of  by  her  as  she  may  judge  best,  and  if  in  the 
end  those  intended  to  be  benefited  ultimately  by  the  terms 
of  the  settlement  should  receive  the  same  by  the  free  gift  of 
the  plaintiff,  it  will  be  all  the  more  appreciated.  But,  if 
not,  they  can  have  no  just  reason  to  complain,  as  the  right  to 
dispose  of  property  as  the  owner  may  determine  is  an 
incident  to  its  ownership.  The  tie  of  blood,  however,  never 
fails  to  assert  its  claims,  and  is  rarely  overlooked  when  one 
comes  to  make  a  last  wiU  and  testament. 

The  result  is  that  the  deed  of  settlement  must  be  set  aside 
and  canceled* 
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Simon  Fsist  et  al.  agt.  Alexandeb  Climm. 

Asuwer — When  party  need  not  wiify — Code  of  0ml  Procedure^  eecUone 

528,  629  —  Conetraction  of  t/ieee  eectume. 

Where  a  party  would  be  privileged  from  testifying  as  a  witness  concern- 
ing, the  matters  alleged,  he  need  not  verify  his  answer.  He  is  privileged 
where  the  answer  will  have  a  tendency  to  accuse  him  of  a  crime  or 
misdemeanor,  or  to  expose  him  to  a  penalty  or  forfeiture. 

Ck>nveying  property  in  fraud  of  creditors  furnishes  an  exceptional  case  by 
force  of  section  529. 

Special  Term^  JuLy^  1884. 

Application  to  compel  tlie  plaintifPs  attorney  to  accept 
the  defendant's  nnverified  answer. 

Henry  WeKLe^  for  motion. 

Otto  EowitZj  opposed. 

McAdam,  C,  J.  —  The  complaint,  which  is  verified,  after 
alleging  a  sale  and  delivery  of  certain  goods  to  the  defendant, 
avers  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  fraud  in  contracting 
the  liability,  and  then  sets  out  in  detail  specific  misi'epresenta- 
tions  to  induce  the  credit  given,  and  these  are  stated  as  the 
acts  of  fraud  complained  of.  The  defendant  served  an  un- 
verified answer,  claiming  that  under  section  523  of  the  Code 
the  verification  may  be  omitted  wherever  the  party  "  would 
be  privileged  from  testifying  as  a  witness  concerning  the 
matters  alleged." 

The  rule  is  that  a  witness  is  not  required  to  give  any  answer 
which  will  have  a  tendency  to  accuse  him  of  any  crime  or 
misdemeanor,  or  to  expose  him  to  any  penalty  or  forfeiture ; 
nor  when,  by  answering,  a  link  may  be  added  to  the  chain  of 
testimony  tending  to  such  a  result  {Code^  sec.  887 ;  2  PKUlipi 
Ev.^  Cowen  H.  cfe  E. '«  notes^  929 ;  Henry  agt.  Salina  Bankj 
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1  J!r.  Z.,  83;  S.  C.y  3  Den.,  593;  1  JETaw.  Ajyp,  Cos.,  173; 
Wheeler  agt.  DixoUy  14  How.  Fr.^  151). 

The  aUegations  of  the  complaint  in  effect  charged  the 
defendant  with  obtaining  goods  nnder  false  pretenses,  and 
bring  the  case  directly  within  the  rule  stated.  "Where  any 
part  of  the  pleading  is  of  such  a  character  the  verification 
may  be  properly  omitted  (3  How.  Pr.,  314;  1  C.  £.,  69 
6  Ahh.  Pr.y  144 ;    6  id.,  148 ;    14  Abb.  Pr.  [iT.  aS'.],  77 

1  N.  jr.,  83 ;  Constitution^  art.  1,  sec.  6 ;  12  Jlow.  Pr.j  319 

2  nut,  247 ;  24  Haw.  Pr.,  369 ;  24  If.  Z.,  74). 

Section  529  of  the  Code,  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff,  is 
taken  from  2  Kevised  Statutes,  174,  and  Laws  18S3  (chap. 
14,  sec.  1),  and  does  not  apply.  That  section  provides  that 
^^  a  defendant  is  not  excused  from  verifying  his  answer  to  a 
complaint  charging  him  with  having  confessed  or  suffered  a 
judgment,  or  executed'  a  conveyance,  assignment  or  other 
instrument,  or  transferred  or  delivered  money  or  pei*sonal 
property,  with  intent  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  creditors  ;  or 
with  being  a  party  or  privy  to  such  a  transaction  by  another 
person  with  like  intent  towards  the  creditors  of  that  person ; 
or  with  any  fraud  whatever,  affecting  a  right  or  the  property 
of  another." 

It  is  not  claimed  that  any  but  the  latter  portion  of  this  sec- 
tion applies  to  this  case,  the  preceding  portion  referring  merely 
to  confessed  judgments,  fraudulent  conveyances  and  the  like. 

The  words  "  or  any  fraud  whatever,  affecting  a  riglit  or  the 
property  of  another,"  which  are  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  be 
applicable,  probably  mean,  "  affecting  tlie  property  of  another, 
or  some  right  therein  susceptible  of  injury  by  the  fraud."  If 
these  words  mean  anyliiing  more,  it  is  difficult  to  imagine  a 
case  of  fraud  to  which  section  529  does  not  apply,  and  impos- 
sible to  find  one  to  which  section  523  can  be  made  applicable. 

Every  action  is  founded  on  the  evasion  of  some  right,  but 
this  cireumstAnce  alone  does  not  necessarily  bring  the  case 
within  the  purview  of  section  529,  which  is  aimed  solely  at 
fraudulent  transfers  and  the  like,  in  reference  to  which  the 
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defendant  is  not  excused  from  answering  under  oath  the 
charges  of  fraud  made  against  him  in  the  bill  of  complaint. 

But  in  other  actions  in  which  the  defendant  is  charged 
with  crimes  or  misdemeanors,  he  may  avail  himself  of  section 
623  and  serve  his  answer  unverified.  Effect  cannot  be  given 
to  both  sections  except  bj  holding  that  section  523  contains 
the  general  rule  in  regard  to  such  verifications,  and  that  sec- 
tion 529  contains  the  exceptional  one,  applicable  only  to  the 
cases  therein  enumerated.  How  far  a  witness  may  be  obliged  to 
testify  in  respect  to  the  exceptional  matters  need  not  be  con- 
sidered, as  that  is  not  made  the  test.  In  all  other  cases  it  is. 

In  the  present  instance  the  plaintiffs  parted  with  all  their 
property  in  the  goods  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  The  action  is 
to  recover  the  contract  price.  Fraud  is  alledged  as  the  induc- 
ing cause  of  the  sale  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  judgment  in 
a  form  in  which  the  defendant  may  he  made  liable  to  arrest. 

But  this  does  not  make  the  action  one  affecting  ^^  a  right  of 
another"  within  the  meaning  of  that  term,  as  used  in  section 
629.  It  follows  that  the  defendant  had  the  right  to  serve  an 
unverified  answer,  and  that  the  motion  to  compel  the  plaintiffs 
to  accept  it  must  be  granted. 


STTEKOGATE'S  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  of  proving  the  last  Will  and  Testament  of 

Thomas  F.  Cabhabt,  deceased. 

OUation — Service  of — How  served — ExducUng  first  and  ineludtng  last  day. 

Where  a  citation  was  served  on  the  twelfth  and  was  returnable  on  the 

twentieth  day  of  the  same  month: 
HM,  that  the  service  was  sufficient  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  of  the 

persons  cited. 

We%tchester  county ^  May^  1884. 

The  citation  in  this  matter  was  served  on  the  twelfth  and 
was  returnable  on  the  twentieth  day  of  the  same  month,  on 
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which  last  day  the  will  was  proven  and  admitted  to  probate. 
The  question  has  since  arisen  as  to  whether  the  surrogate 
obtained  jurisdiction  of  the  persons  so  cited,  it  being  suggested 
that  the  citation  was  not  served  at  least  eight  dajs  before  the 
return  day  thereof,  and  that  therefore  a  new  proceeding  should 
be  instituted  with  a  view  to  proper  probate. 

(7.  cfi  A.  Van  Santvoordy  for  proponent. 

Coffin,^'.- I  am  entirely  satisfied  that  the  service  was 
sufficient,  and  that  this  court  obtained  jurisdiction  of  the  per- 
sons cited.  The  general  rule  as  to  the  computation  of  time 
in  the  service  of  papers  is  that  one  day  is  included  and  one 
excluded.  This  rule  is  stated  by  Mabot,  J.,  in  SmaU  agt. 
Edrick  (5  Wend.y  137).  Such  a  rule  would  render  the  service 
in  this  matter  perfectly  proper.  Doubtless  the  legislature, 
and  also  the  supreme  court,  then  had  power  to  vary  the  gen- 
eral rule.  In  the  case  cited  the  legislature  had  required  the 
notice  of  trial  to  be  served  at  least  fourteen  dajs  before  the  first 
day  of  the  court,  but  made  no  provision  for  the  computation 
of  time ;  and  the  service  on  the  ninth  for  the  twenty-third  of 
November  would  have  been  good  under  the  general  rule,  and 
would  have  been  so  held  in  that  case  had  not  a  rule  of  the 
court  expressly  excluded  the  first  day.  Now,  however,  the 
various  codes  provide  that  the  last  day  shall  be  included. 
Here  section  2520  of  the  present  Code  requires  the  citation  to 
be  served  at  least  eight  days  before  the  return  day.  Section  788 
of  the  same  Code  provides  that  the  time  within  which  an  act 
is  required  by  law  to  be  done  must  be  computed  by  excluding 
the  first  and  including  the  last  day.  This  section  is  made 
applicable  to  surrogates'  courts  by  subdivision  6  of  section 
3347.  Therefore,  whether  the  citation  in  this  matter  was 
served  in  time  depends  upon  the  construction  to  be  given  to 
section  788.  Section  368  of  the  Code  of  1848  {sec.  407  of 
thatofl%^9)  is  substantially  the  same  as  above  section  788. 
It  was  also  provided  by  section  211  (256  ^1858)  that  either 
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party  might  give  notice  of  trial  at  least  ten  (amended  to  four- 
teen ia  1859)  days  before  tbe  court.  Theee  sections  were  con- 
strued  by  the  supreme  court  in  the  cases  of  JEaaton  agt. 
Chamherlain  (3  How.  Pr,  i?.,  412),  Daytun  agt.  Mclntyre 
(5  zJ.,  117)  and  others,  all  of  them  holding  that  the  first  day 
of  the  court  must  be  included  in  computing  the  time. 

Section  977  of  the  present  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  pro- 
vides that  notice  of  trial  shall  be  served  ^^  at  least  fourteen 
days  before  the  commencement  of  the  term*"  There  is  no 
substantial  difference,  therefore,  between  the  former  and  the 
present  codes  in  this  respect,  and  the  universal  practice  is,  as 
I  am  informed  by  intelligent  lawyers  in  active  practice,  to 
include  the  first  day  of  the  court  or  term  in  the  computation. 
The  above  decisions  apply  vrith  equal  force  to  the  present 
Code.  It  will  be  difficult  to  discover  any  reason  why  this  rule 
of-  computation  shall  not  apply  as  well  to  the  service  of  a 
citation,  which  must  be  "  at  least  eight  days  before  the  return 
day  thereof  "  as  to  a  notice  of  trial,  which  must  be  served  '^  at 
least  fourteen  days  before  the  court,"  or  "  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  term."  I  must,  therefore,  dissent  from 
the  dictum  on  this  subject  in  the  case  of  Boerum  agt.  BetU 
(1  Dem.  B.^  471),  and  hold  that  the  service  in  this  case  was 
sufficient. 

I  have  deemed  it  proper  to  examme  the  question  with  some 
care,  as  titles  of  devisees  are  involved. 
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stTpreme  court. 

Ths  Psoplb  ex  rd.  Ithaoa  Savings  Bank  agt.  Samuel 
Beebs  et  al,j  ajBsessors  of  the  town  of  Ithaca. 

Taxes  and  assesmi&nts — Samngs  banks — How  and  in  what  manner  to  be 
taaoed — When  uninvested  cash  not  Ual>le  to  assessment  and  taxaUan, 

In  a  proceeding  to  test  the  validity  of  an  assessment  levied  upon  a  sav- 
ings bank,  it  appeared  by  the  oath  of  its  treasurer  that  on  July  1,  1888, 
its  surplus  was  f  48j^2.04,  and  that  the  whole  of  its  surplus  was 
Invested  in  government  bonds.  It  had  the  sum^of  $97,760  invested  in 
such  bonds.  On  July  1,  1888,  the  bank  had  on  deposit  in  the  First 
National  Bank  of  Ithaca  the  sum  of  $46,978.19.  The  money  so  depos- 
ited was  shown  to  have  formed  a  part  of  the  assets  of  the  bank,  but  no 
part  of  its  surplus.  It  was  also  shown  that  thc{  bank  had  no  other  per- 
sonal property  liable  to  taxation.  No  United  States  bonds  were  pur- 
chased by  the  bank  from  January  1,  1888,  to  July  first  of  that  year. 
During  that  time  the  bank's  surplus  had  increased  about  $1,750,  and 
during  all  this  time  the  bank  had  United  States  bonds  to  an  amount 
largely  in  excess  of  its  surplus: 

EM,  first,  that  as  the  statute  under  which  the  bank  was  incorporated 
did  not  authorize  it  to  hold  property  consisting  of  money,  goods  or 
other  property  to  be  employed  by  it  in  conducting  the  business  of  the 
corporation,  and  which  could  not  be  withdrawn  or  divided  among  its 
members,  it  cannot  be  held  that  the  bank  had  any  capital,  or  that 
the  money  it  had  in  the  First  National  Bank  uninvested  was  taxable 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

Prior  to  the  statute  of  1857  (La^os  of  1857,  cha/p.  456,  see.  4)  the  money 
deposited  in  savings  banks  was  taxable  as  the  personal  property  of  the 
depositors,  but  since  that  statute  a  samngs  bank  cannot  be  taxed  on 
such  deposits. 

When  a  repealing  statute  is  itself  repealed,  the  first  statute  is  revived. 
When  the  legislature  in  1883  repealed  the  statute  of  1875,  which 
repealed  the  act  of  1867,  the  statute  of  1867  was  revived  and  came  into 
full  operation  again. 

Under  the  statute  of  1867,  if  the  surplus  of  the  savings  bank  was  not 
invested  in  United  States  securities,  the  assessors  had  authority  to  assess 
the  bank  for  its  privileges  and  franchises  as  personal  property,  to  the 
extent  of  its  surplus  not  so  invested,  But  this  bank  had  the  whole  of 
such  surplus  invested  in  such  securities,  and  therefore  had  nothing 
which  was  liable  to  taxation  under  the  statute. 
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Before  it  can  be  held  that  there  is  a  surplus  in  the  hands  of  a  savings 
bank,  which  is  liable  to  assessment  and  taxation  under  the  statute  of 
1867,  there  must  be  deducted  from  the  total  assets  of  such  bank,  first, 
the  amount  of  all  the  just  debts  owing  by  it,  and  second,  the  amount 
of  its  assets  which  are  actually  invested  in  United  States  securities,  and 
the  remainder,  after  making  both  of  these  deductions,  is  the  only 
surplus  which  is  the  subject  of  assessment  and  taxation. 

Cortland  Special  Term^  October^  1883. 

Mynderae  Van  Cleety  for  relator. 

jP.  G.  EUsTJDorthy  for  respondent. 

Mabtin,  J. —  The  relator  is  a  savings  bank  duly  incorporated 
by  the  laws  of  this  state  {Chap.  176,  Zaws  1863 ;  chap.  94, 
Jjiwd  1864,  a^  chap.  141,  Zaws  1868).  The  respondents 
are  the  assessors  of  the  town  of  Ithaca,  N".  T.  In  the  year 
1883  the  respondents  assessed  the  relator  for  ^^  cash  in  bank 
uninvested,  $15,000."  On  the  21st  day  of  August,  1883,  in 
pursuance  of  the  notice  given  by  the  assessors,  the  relator 
appeared  before  them,  objected  to  such  assessment  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  unjust,  illegal,  and  without  jurisdiction, 
and  asked  to  have  said  assessment  stricken  from  the  assessment 
roll.  The  treasurer  of  the  relator  then  made  oath  before  the 
assessors  that  on  the  first  day  of  July,  1883,  the  total  assets 
of  the  relator  were  $558,368.37 ;  that  its  total  liabilities  were 
$510,116.33 ;  that  its  surplus  on  that  day  was  $48,252.04,  and 
that  the  whole  of  such  surplus  was  invested  in  United  States 
government  bonds.  It  had  the  sum  of  $97,750  invested  in 
sucli  bonds.  On  July  1,  1883,  the  relator  had  on  deposit  in 
the  Rrst  National  Bank  of  Ithaca  the  sum  of  $46,978.19. 
The  money  so  deposited  was,  by  the  affidavit  of  its  treasurer, 
shown  to  have  formed  a  part  of  the  assets  of  the  relator,  but 
no  part  of  its  surplus.  It  was  also  shown,  by  the  oatli  of  its 
treasurer,  that  the  relator  had  no  other  personal  property  liable 
to  taxation.  No  Tlnited  States  government  bonds  were  pur- 
chased by  the  relator  from  January  1, 1883,  to  July  first  of 
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that  year.  It  appeared  from  the  affidavit  of  said  treasurer 
that  during  that  time  the  relator's  surplus  had  increased  about 
$1,750.  The  relator  was  shown  to  have  had  during  all  of  this 
time  United  States  government  bonds  to  an  amount  largely  in 
excess  of  its  sarplus.  The  respondents  refused  to  strike  such 
assessment  from  the  roll.  The  correctness  of  this  assessment 
is  challenged  by  the  relator,  and  that  question  is  brought 
before  this  court  upon  the  return  of  the  respondents  to  a  writ 
of  certiorari^  issued  out  of  this  court  under  and  in  pursuance 
of  the  provisions  of  chapter  269  of  the  Laws  of  1880. 

The  question  here  presented  then  is,  had  the  respondents 
the  right  to  assess  the  relator  upon  its  cash  in  bank  which  was 
uninvested.  Was  such  uninvested  cash  liable  to  assessment 
and  taxation.  It  will  hardly  be  contended,  I  apprehend,  that 
ihiB  money  in  the  hands  of  the  relator,  or  rather  nnder  its 
control,  was  liable  to  assessment  and  taxation  unless  it  was  so 
made  liable  by  some  special  or  general  law.  The  respondents 
contend  that  it  was  liable  to  taxation  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  general  provisions  of  the  Eevised  Statutes.  The  provi- 
sions of  the  Revised  Statutes,  so  far  as  they  are  claimed  to  be 
applicable  to  this  question,  are  as  follows : 

'^AU  lands,  and  all  personal  estate,  within  this  state, 
whether  owned  by  individuals  or  by  corporations,  shall  be 
held  liable  to  taxation,  subject  to  the  exemptions  hereinafter 
specified  "  {B.  S.  I7th  ed,],  981,  sec.  1). 

"  The  term  personal  estate,  whenever  it  occurs  in  this  chap- 
ter, shall  be  construed  to  include  all  moneys,  debts  due  from 
eolvelit  debtors,  whether  on  account,  contract,  note,  bond  or 
mortgage  "  {B.  S.  [7th  erf.],  982,  sec.  3). 

The  defendant  is  clearly  a  corporation,  and  the  cash 
deposited  in  the  First  National  Bank  was  clearly  within  the 
above  definition  of  personal  estate.  Therefore,  unless  the 
property  under  consideration  is  subject  to  some  of  the 
exemptions  referred  to  in  the  above  statute,  there  would  seem 
to  have  been  in  this  statute  sufficient  authority  for  the  respond- 
ents to  make  the  assessment  complained  of. 
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fiat  the  following  exemption  is  created  by  the  same  statute : 
"The  following  property  shall  be  exempt  from  taxation, 
*  *  *  the  personal  estate  of  every  incorporated  company 
not  made  liable  to  taxation  on  its  capital  in  the  fourth  title  of 
this  act"  {U.S.  [7th  ed.],  982,  see.  4).  Title  4  of  said  act 
provides  that  "  all  moneyed  or  stock  corporations  deriving 
income  or  profits  from  their  capital,  or  otherwise,  shall  be 
liable  to  taxation  on  their  capital  in  the  manner  hereinafter 
prescribed  "  {H.  S.  [7th  ed.],  1036,  sec.  1). 

The  foregoing  exemption  is  a  general  one  and  applies  to 
every  incorporated  company  which  is  not  made  liable  to  taxa- 
tion on  its  capital  by  the  fourth  title  of  the  statute  above 
quoted.  Hence,  if  an  incorporated  company  has  no  capital, 
it  would,  under  the  foregoing  statutes,  be  exempt  from  taxa- 
tion upon  its  personal  estate.  The  statutes  under  which  the 
relator  was  incorporated  nowhere  give  it  the  right  to  issue 
any  stock,  or  to  hold  any  capital  as  such.  The  general  law 
gives  it  no  such  right.  The  theory  of  the  law  under  which 
savings  banks  are  incorporated  is,  that  such  banks  are  to  pos- 
sess no  capital.  They  are  simply  to  receive  deposits,  and  to 
invest  the  same  so  that  the  depositors  (who  are  supposed  to  be 
persons  of  limited  means,  and  who  generally  deposit  but 
small  amounts),  shall  receive  an  income  from  the  money  so 
deposited.  It  is  the  duty  of  such  a  bank  to  so  regulate  the 
rate  of  interest  to  be  allowed  depositors,  that  they  shall  receive, 
as  nearly  as  may  be,  a  ratable  proportion  of  all  the  profits 
of  such  corporation,  after  deducting  expenses.  Before  a  cor- 
poration can  be  said  to  have  a  capital,  within  the  meaning  of 
this  statute,  it  must  be  authorized  to  hold  property,  consisting 
of  money,  goods  or  other  property  to  be  employed  by  it  in 
conducting  the  business  of  the  corporation,  and  which  can- 
not be  withdrawn  or  divided  among  its  members.  No  such 
authority  existed  here. 

I  do  not  think  that  it  can  be  held  that  the  relator  had  any 
capital,  or  that  the  money  it  had  in  the  First  National  Bank, 
uninvested,  was  taxable  under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised 
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Statutes  {The  Mut  Ins,  Co.^  of  Buffalo  agt.  The  Board 
of  Supervisors,  4  Jf.  Y.y  442;  The  Sun  Mut  Ins.  Co.,  agt. 
The  Mayor  of  JVew  York,  8  Bari.,A50 ;  S.  C,  8  W.  Y., 
241 ;  People  ex  rel.  Ins.  Co.,  agt.  Supervisors  of  New  York, 
20  Barb.,  681 ;  S.  C,  16  N.  Y.,  424). 

Assuming  the  correctness  of  the  foregoing  conclusion^  and 
the  question  arises  whether  the  money  deposited  in  these 
banks  can  in  any  way  be  reached  for  the  purpose  of  taxation. 
Prior  to  the  statute  of  1857  the  money  thus  deposited  was 
doubtless  taxable  as  the  personal  property  of  the  depositors. 

The  legislature,  however,  in  that  year  passed  an  act  provid- 
ing that  ^^  the  deposits  in  any  savings  bank  which  were  due 
depositors  *  *  *  shall  not  be  liable,  to  taxation,  other  than 
the  real  estate  and  stock  which  may.  be  owned  by  such  bank 
or  company,  and  which  are  now  liable  to  taxation  under  the 
laws  of  the  state"  {Laws  1857,  chap.  456,  sec.  4). 

Under  this  act  a  question  has  arisen  as  to  whether  such 
depositors  can  still  be  taxed  upon  their  deposits.  Upon  that 
question  there  seems  to  be  a  conflict  of  opinion.  The  attor- 
ney general  of  the  state  iii  1869  was  of  the  opinion  that  such 
depositors  were  still  liable  to  taxation,  while  others  have  held 
the  contrary  doctrine.  But  all  have,  I  think,  concurred  in 
holding  that  since  that  statute  a  savings  hank  could  not  be 
taxed  on  such  deposits.  That  is  all  that  is  necessary  to  hold 
in  this  case. 

While  such  was  the  law  of  this  state  the  legislature  passed 
an  act  providing  that  the  franchises  and  privileges  of  savings 
banks  should  be  deemed  personal  property  for  the  purpose  of 
taxation,  and  that  they  should  be  liable  to  taxation  to  the  ex- 
tent of  their  surplus  {laws  1866,  chap.  761,  sec.  7).  In  1867 
this  provision  of  the  statute  was  amended  so  as  to  read  as  fol- 
lows :  '^  The  privileges  and  franchises  granted  by  the  legis- 
lature of  this  state  to  savings  banks  or  institutions  for  savings 
are  hereby  declared  to  be  personal  property,  and  liable  to  taxa- 
tion as  such  in  a  town  or  ward  where  they  are  located,  to  an 
amount  not  exceeding  the  gross  sum  of  their  surplus  earned 
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(after  deducting  the  amount  of  such  surplus  invested  in  United 
States  securities),  and  the  o£Scers  of  such  banks  or  institutions 
may  be  examined  on  oath  by  assessors  as  to  the  amount  of  such 
surplus  and  securities,  and  the  property  of  such  banks  and 
institutions  shall  be  liable  to  seizure  and  sale  for  the  payment 
of  all  such  taxes  assessed  upon  them  for  said  privileges  and 
franchises  "  (Laws  1867,  chap,  861,  sec.  1). 

By  the  passage  of  this  act  the  legislature  seemed  to  recog- 
nize the  fact  that  there  was  then  no  law  by  which  the  property 
of  a  savings  bank  could  be  made  liable  to  taxation.  By 
property  I  mean  the  surplus  in  the  hands  of  such  bank  beyond 
the  sum  due  its  depositors.  The  legislature  deemed  it  proper 
that  such  surplus  should  be  liable  to  taxation,  and  hence  the 
law  of  1866,  amended  in  1867.  Under  this  law  a  savings 
bank  was  liable  to  taxation  for  its  privileges  and  franchises, 
which  were  declared  to  be  personal  property  to  the  amount 
of  its  surplus,  unless  such  surplus  was  invested  in  United 
States  securities.  Before  the  amendment  of  1867  the  relator 
would  have  been  liable  under  the  statute  of  1866  to  assess- 
ment and  taxation  on  its  privileges  and  franchises,  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  its  surplus  was  invested  in  United  States 
securities  ( Monroe  8a/vings  Bank  agt.  Oity  of  Rochester^  37 
N,  r.,.365). 

By  the  amendment  of  1867,  the  surplus  which  was  thus 
invested,  was  to  be  deducted  from  the  amount  of  such  surplus, 
and  the  remainder  only  was  the  subject  of  assessment  and 
taxation.  It  follows,  I  think,  that  if  the  whole  of  such 
surplus  was  so  invested,  then  the  privileges  and  franchises 
were  exempt  from  taxation. 

But  in  1875  the  legislature  passed  a  general  act  to  conform 
the  charters  of  all  savings  banks  and  institutions  for  savings 
to  a  unifonnity  of  power,  rights  and  liabilities,  and  to  provide 
for  the  organization  of  savings  banks,  for  their  supervision, 
and  for  the  administration  of  their  aflEairs,  and  by  section  56 
of  that  act  expressly  repealed  the  foregoing  statutes  of  1866 
and  1867. 
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The  statute  of  1875  made  no  proviBions  whatever  in  rela- 
tion to  the  liability  of  savings  banks  to  taxation^  and  con- 
sequently by  the  repeal  of  the  statutes  of  1866  and  1867, 
the  state  was  again  left  without  any  statute  relating  to  this 
subject. 

The  law  so  remained  until  1882,  when  the  act  of  1875  was 
repealed.  Thus  the  act  which  repealed  the  statute  of  1867 
was  itself  repealed.  This  presents  the  question  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  repeal  of  the  statute  of  1875.  It  seems  to  be 
well  settled  that  when  a  repealing  statute  is  itself  repealed, 
tlie  first  statute  is  revived  {Wheeler  agt.  Roberta^  7  Cow.y  356 ; 
People  agt.  Davisy  61  Barh.j  457;  ChurchiU  agt.  Marshy  2 
Ahb.y  225 ;  Vanderherg  agt.  Village  of  Chreenhueh^  66  N.  Y.^ 
1 ;  People  agt.  Supermsore,  67  JT.  7.,  17). 

Under  these  authorities  it  must,  I  think,  be  held  that  when 
the  legislature  in  1882  repealed  the  statute  of  1875,  which 
repealed  the  act  of  1867,  that  the  statute  of  1867  was  revived 
and  came  into  full  operation  again.  Therefore,  the  question 
in  this  case  must  be  decided  under  the  statute  of  1867.  If 
the  surplus  of  the  relator  was  not  invested  in  United  States 
securities,  the  respondents  had  authority  under  that  statute  to 
assess  the  relator  for  its  privileges  and  franchises  as  personal 
property  to  the  extent  of  its  surplus  not  so  invested. 

But,  by  the  affidavit  produced  by  the  relator,  it  appeared 
that  the  whole  of  such  surplus  was  on  July  1,  1883,  actually 
invested  in  such  securities.  If  this  be  true,  then  the  relator 
had  nothing  which  was  liable  to  taxation  under  that  statute, 
and  the  motive  which  induced  such  investment  can  in  no  way 
affect  the  result.  If  it  were  to  be  conceded  that  this  surplus 
was  60  invested  to  prevent  taxation,  still  the  law  remains  the 
same  and  the  relator  would  be  entitled  to  its  exemption 
{People  ex  rel.  agt.  jBycm,  88  JV.  T.^  142). 

It  is,  however,  contended  by  the  respondents  that  as  it 

appeared  by  the  affidavit  furnished  by  the  relator  that  its 

surplus  increased  about  $1,750  from  January  to  July,  1883, 

and  that  no  United  States  bonds  or  securities  were  purchased 
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during  that  time,  therefore  so  much  at  least  of  its  surplus 
was  subject  to  taxation. 

I  do  not  think  that  this  contention  of  the  respondents  can 
be  sustained.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  before  it  can  be  held 
that  tliere  is  a  surplus  in  the  hands  of  a  savings  bank  which 
is  liable  to  assessment  and  taxation  under  the  statute  of  1867, 
there  must  be  deducted  from  the  total  assets  of  such  bank, 
first,  the  amount  of  all  the  just  debts  owing  by  it  (/?.  S.  [7^A 
ed.],  991,  sec.  9) ;  and  second,  the  amount  of  its  assets  which 
are  actually  invested  in  United  States  securities  {People  ex  ?*el, 
agt.  J^ing  et  aZ.,  MSS.^  Sp.  Temiy  2d  Distj  Baenard,  J,^ 
The  People  agt.  Commissioners  of  Taxes  and  Assessments^ 
41  How.y  459) ;  and  that  the  remainder,  after  making  both  of 
these  deductions,  is  the  only  surplus  which  is  the  subject  of 
assessment  and  taxation. 

If  I  have  correctly  determined  the  rule  to  be  applied  in 
making  assessments  under  that  statute,  then  it  follows  that 
the  resppndents  had  no  authority  to  make  the  assessment 
complained  of,  and  it  should  be  stricken  from  the  assessment- 
roll  (Matter  o/  Savings  Banky  20  J7wn,  481). 

Application  to  strike  the  relator's  assessment  from  the  roll 
granted,  without  costs  to  either  party. 

Eelator's  attorney  will  prepare  the  proper  order  in  accordance* 
with  the  foregoing  opinion,  and  send  to  me  for  certification. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Chester  S.  Cole,  as  captain  of  the  port  of  New  York,  agt 

Michael  Mahonet. 

JBatifor'fHast&n — theo'  power  <u  to  removal  tfwsaeU-^iDhen  person  UabUfor 
penattyfoT  disobedience  of  order  of  harboT'tnaster, 

The  act  of  1862  (ehap,  487)  in  regard  to  the  harbor-masters  is  general  in 
its  character,  and  is  not  limited  to  cases  where  other  vesssels  require  to 
he  immediately  accommodated  in  receiving  or  discharging  cargoes. 
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They  have  power  to  act  summarily,  and  their  duty  in  this  respect  may 
be  considered  a  necessary  police  regulation.  The  statute  contemplates 
prompt  and  decisive  action. 

General  Temiy  May^  1884. 

Before  Labbbmorb,  P. «/.,  J.  F.  Daly  and  Van  Hobsbn,  J  J. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  general  term  of  the  city  court 
aiBrming  a  jadgment  entered  npon  a  verdict  at  trial  term. 

On  May  8,  1882,  the  canal  boat  Emma  was  lying  at  a  certain 
bulkhead  in  the  port  of  New  York,  in  charge  of  the  defend- 
ant Mahoney.  On  that  day  one  of  the  harboivmasters  of 
said  port  ordered  Mahoney  to  remove  the  boat  from  the  place 
at  which  she  was  stationed.  He  refused  and  neglected  to  obey 
said  order.  The  plaintiff  then  brought  this  action,  setting  up 
in  his  complaint  the  facts  above  stated ;  that  the  defendant 
thereby  became  liable  to  him  in  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars,  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York  in 
such  case  made  and  provided.  The  defendant,  by  his  answer,, 
admitted  that  the  boat  was  in  his  charge  at  the  time  and  place  • 
above  stated,  and  that  he  was  then  discharging  his  cargo  there- 
from by  authority  of  one  of  the  harbor-masters  of  said  port. 

Issue  was  joined  upon  the  pleadings  and  a  trial  had,  which 
resulted  in  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  from  which* 
appeal  is  taken. 

HyUmd  &  Zdhriekie^  for  appellant 

Goodrich  Deady  <&  PlaM^  for  respondent. 

Labbbmobb,  J. —  At  the  commencement  of  the  trial  the* 
defendant  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  "as  not  stating 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,"  and  upon  the 
further  ground  that  the  statute  under  which  it  was  brought 
was  not  properly  pleaded.  The  motion  was  denied  and  the 
defendant  excepted.  In  this  there  was  no  error,  for  the  court 
was  bound  to  take  judicial  notice  of  chapter  487  of  the  Laws 
of  1862. 
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The  judge  submitted  the  question  of  fact  to  the  jury  whether 
or  not  the  plaintifi.  showed  or  exhibited  to  the  defendant  a 
copy  of  the  law  above  referred  to,  as  required  by  the  fifteenth 
section  thereof,  and  to  the  charge  upon  such  submission  no 
exception  was  taken. 

The  main  contention  at  the  trial  and  upon  this  appeal 
relates  to  the  construction  to  be  given  to  section  seven  of  the 
act  above  mentioned.  Section  seven  provides  that  "each 
harbor-master  shall  have  power  within  the  district  assigned 
to  him,  to  provide  and  assign  suitable  accommodations  for  all 
ships  and  vessels  and  regulate  them  in  the  stations  they  are  to 
occupy  at  the  wharves  or  in  the  stream,  and  to  remove  from 
time  to  time  such  vessels  as  are  not  employed  in  receiving  or 
discharging  their  cargoes,  to  make  room  for  such  others  as 
require  to  be  immediately  accommodated  for  the  purpose  of 
receiving  or  discharging  their  cargoes,  and  shall  have  power 
to  determine  at  to  the  fact  of  their  being  fairly  and  in  good 
faith  enaployed  in  receiving  or  discharging  their  cargoes,  and 
shiall  have  the  authority  to  determine  how  far  and  in  what 
instance  it  is  the  duty  of  the  master  and  others  having  charge 
of  ships  and  vessels  to  accommodate  each  other  in  their 
respective  situations,  and  if  any  master  or  any  person  taving 
charge  of  any  vessel,  canal  boat,  barge  or  lighter,  shall  refuse 
or  neglect  to  remove  his  vessel,  canal  boat,  balge  or  lighter 
when  ordered  to  do  so  by  the  captain  of  the  port,  or  by  the 
harboi^master,  or  shall  resist  or  forcibly  oppose  s«id  officers 
in  the  discharge  of  their  duties,  such  master  or  person  so 
refusing,  neglecting,  resisting  or  opposing,  shall  for  cveXy  such 
offense,  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars,  to  be  recov- 
ered with  costs  of  suit  by  and  in  the  name  of  the  captajn  of 
the  port,  before  any  court  having  cognizance  thereof. 

It  was  held  by  this  Qourt,  iti  Adan}8  agt.  Farmer  (1 E.  J). 
Smithy  588),  under  an  act  simjliar  tp  the  one  in  question,  that 
the  power  given  by  the  statute  to  harb.or-masters  is  general 
in  character  and  not  limited  to  cases  where  other  vessels 
require  to  be  immediately  accommodated  in  receiving  or  dis- 
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charging  cargoes.  That  a  harbor-master  should  have  power 
to  act  sammarilj  is  evident  from  the  language  of  the  statute. 
His  duty  in  this  respect  may  be  considered  a  necessary  police 
regulation.  If  in  any  or  every  case  the  validity  of  his  action 
should  first  be  tried  and  determined  by  a  jury,  the  very  object 
of  the  statute  might  be  defeated  on  account  of  the  delay 
incident  to  such  litigation.  The  statute  contemplates  prompt 
and  decisive  action,  in  the  cases  for  which  it  provides,  by  the 
officer  intrusted  with  the  performance  of  its  duties.  If  he 
shall  exceed  or  abuse  his  authority  he  is  amenable  to  the  law 
like  any  other  public  officer.  The  statute  gives  him  juris- 
diction and  requires  him  to  decide  upon  the  very  facts  which 
the  appellant  cojitends  should  have  been  submitted  to  the 
jury  {C6U  agt.  KeUy,  1  City  Ct.  R.,  400). 

I  have  not  overlooked  the  case  of  Hoeft  agt.  Seaman  (38 
Superior  Ct.  Rep.^  62).  The  special  term  of  that  court  sus- 
tained an  injunction  j^^n^Tz^  lite  upon  the  ground  that  it  did 
not  appear  that  there  was  any  impending  necessity  or  appli- 
cation for  the  immediate  use  of  the  pier  where  the  floating 
bath  was  located  by  written  permission  of  the  department  of 
docks.  Assuming,  as  the  court  held,  that  harbor-masters  are 
officers  of  limited  jurisdiction,  and  can  only  exercise  such 
powers  as  are  expressly  given,  yet  in  the  case  at  bar  the 
statute  expressly  says  that  such  officers  may  remove  vessels 
not  employed,  &c.,  and  make  room  for  others,  and  shall  have 
power  to  determine  the  fact  of  good  faith  as  to  receiving  and 
discharging  cargoes.  There  was  no  evidence  of  the  exercise 
of  any  arbitrary  power,  but  only  that  which  the  statute 
expressly  conferred. 

The  repeal  of  the  act  of  1862  cannot  afl!ect  the  rights  vested 
by  a  prior  judgment  without  a  saving  clause  to  that  effect 
{Church  agt.  Rhodes^  6  How.^  281  y  Harting  agt.  The  People^ 
22  N.  y.,  95).  The  case  last  cited  points  out  the  distinction 
of  the  effect  of  an  ex  post  facto  law  between  a  criminal  pro- 
ceeding upon  a  writ  of  error  and  a  review  upon  an  appeal  of 
an  action  under  the  Code.    In  the  latter  case  it  was  held  that 
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the  judgment  reviewed  was  controlled  by  the  law  as  it  stood 
when  such  judgment  was  pronounced. 

The  other  objections  in  the  case  do  not  appear  to  have  been 
well  taken,  and  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

J.  F.  Daly  and  Yajs  Hobben,  JJ.,  concur. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 


Pbatt  MAKUFAcruBma  Company,  respondent,  agt.  Jordan 

Iron  and  CnEmoAL  Company. 

Anawer,  tcTuU  to  contain  —  when  answer  may  be  itrieken  out  asfrwdUmt — Code 

of  Cml  Procedure,  section  500. 

• 

In  an  action  by  one  domestic  corporation  against  another  domestic  corpo- 
ration the  answer  was  as  follows:  **  The  defendant  answering  the  com- 
plaint of  the  plaintiff,  upon  information  and  belief,  alleges:  First,  that 
it  admits  that  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  are  domestic  corporations; 
second,  it  denies  each  and  every  allegation  in  said  complaint  contained :" 

ffeld,  that  the  answer  was  frivolous.  It  did  not  deny  that  it  did  not  have 
knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  of  either  of  the 
allegations  contained  in  the  complaint.  Neither  did  it  in  direct  terms 
deny  either  of  such  allegations.  It  was  so  substantially  defective  as  to 
create  no  issue  in  the  case. 

■ 

I^irst  Depa/rtmmtty  Oeneral  Term^  June^  1884. 

Before  Davis,  P.  «7I,  Brady  wnd  Daniels,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  and  order  at  special  term  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  upon  the  defendant's  answer  as  frivolous. 
The  plaintiff,  a  domestic  corporation,  sued  the  defendant, 
also  a  domestic  corporation,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered. 

Chas.  n.  KtkxBj  for  respondent. 

James  B.  Dill,  for  appellant. 

Daniels,  J.  —  The  answer  of  the  defendant  which  was 
stricken  out  was  in  the  following  form: 

"  The  defendant,  answering  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff, 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  281 

Pratt  Manufacturing  Co.  agt.  Jordan  Iron  and  Chemical  Co.- 

upon  information  and  belief  alleges:  First,  that  it  admits  that 
both  plaintifiE  and  defendant  are  domestic  corporations ;  second, 
it  denies  each  and  every  allegation  in  said  complaint  contained. 
Therefore  the  defendant  demands  judgment  that  the  com- 
plaint be  dismissed  with  costs."  It  was  neither  made  nor 
framed  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  section  500  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure.  When  it  is  designed  to  deny  any  portion 
of  the  complaint  in  an  action,  that  section  has  directed  that  it 
shall  be  done  by  ^^  a  general  or  specific  denial  of  each  material 
allegation  of  the  complaint  controverted  by  the  defendant,  or 
of  any  knowledge  or  information  thereof,  sufficient  to  form  a 
belief."  Neither  of  these  directions  was  observed  in  draw- 
ing the  defendant's  answer,  but  it  was  stated  that  the  defend- 
ant answered  upon  information  and  belief.  It  did  "hot  deny 
that  it  did  not  have  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to 
form  a  belief  of  either  of  the  allegations  contained  in  the  com- 
plaint. Neither  did  it  in  direct  terms  deny  either  of  such 
allegations.  It  might  very  well  have  had  the  requisite  knowl- 
edge or  information  to  form  a  belief  that  all  the  allegations 
contained  in  the  complaint  were  trne  consistently  with  the 
answer  as  it  was  served  in  the  action.  The  mode  of  ansVering 
prescribed  by  the  Code  is  dear  and  simple,  and  it  was  intended 
that  it  should  be  substantially  followed^  and  if  not  so  followed 
the  allegations  of  the  complkint  would  be  left  uncontro verted, 
and  required  by  section  527!  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  to  be 
consequently  taken  as  true.  This  construction  was  followed 
upon  a  similar  pleading  in  IZoyd  agt.  Bums  (38  If.  71, 
Superior  Ot.  Hep.y  423)  when  this  mode  of  answering  was  con- 
demned as  ineffectual  for  the  purposes  of  the  action,  and  that 
was  affirmed  in  62  Jfeu)  Torkj  651.  Neither  of  the  cases  cited 
in  support  of  this  appeal  lend  any  countenance  to  this  form  of 
answer.  They  all  proceeded  upon  facts  so  variant  from  it  as  to 
be  inapplicable.  It  is  not  neccessary  to  examine  the  further 
objection,  whether  the  verification  was  formally  correct  or  not.. 
For  as  the  answer  was  so  substantially  defective  as  to  create  • 
no  isaue  in  the  case,  the  court  was  right  in  striking  it  out,  and^ 
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as  no  merits  liad  been  sworn  to,  no  leave  to  serve  a  further 
answer  to  the  complaint  can  be  directed.  If  that  is  to  be 
obtained  it  must  be  upon  other  papers  warranting  the  order. 

The  judgment  and  order  should  be  affirmed,  with  the  usual 
costs  and  disbursements,  but  without  prejudice  to  a  motion  on 
the  merits  for  leave  to  serve  an  answer. 

Davis,  P.  J.,  and  Beady,  J.,  concur. 


K  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Ohables  F.  Mattlage  agt.  Thb  Kew  York  Elevated 
Railw'at  Company  and  The  Manhattan  Railway 
Company. 

Elevated  railroads — No  right  to  place  itait'Casee  or  hvM  gtaiums  in  or  over 
intersecting  streets — When  owner  of  building  entitled  to  injunction  to  pre- 
vent the  maintenance  of  such  depot. 

Chapter  478  of  the  Laws  of  1867,  which  authorized  the  defendants  to  con- 
struct an  elevated  raihroad  along  both  sides  of  Greenwich  street,  and  on 
Ninth  avenue,  or  on  streets  west  of  Ninth  avenue,  does  not  empower 
defendants  to  place  stair-cases  or  to  build  stations  in  or  over  the  streets 
that  intersect  the  line  of  the  railroad. 

Held,  that  the  depot  in  question  in  Warren  street  was  erected  and  is  now 
maintained  without  the  authority  of  law  and  is  a  purpresture. 

Held,  further,  that  the  plaintiff  falls  within  that  class  of  sufferers  whose 
injuries  are  such  as  to  give  them  individually  a  right  to  demand  the 
protection  of  the  court,  and  his  right  to  an  injunction  is  clear. 

The  plaintiff  by  maintaining  a  wooden  awning  over  the  sidewalk  does 
not  deprive  himself  of  his  right  to  complain  of  an  unlawful  structure 
that  darkens  his  windows  and  renders  his  store  unfit  for  the  transac- 
tion of  his  ordinary  business. 

Nor  is  the  plaintiff  guilty  of  such  laches  as  to  disentitle  him  to  an 
injunction. 

Special  Term^  Julyy  1884. 

Van  Hoesen,  J. —  The  plaintiff  asks  that  the  defendants  be 
enjoined  from  maintaining  a  depot  that  shall  extend  down 
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"Warren  street,  beyond  the  westerly  line  or  side  of  Greenwich 
street.  If  that  relief  should  be  denied  to  him,  the  plaintiff 
then  asks  that  he  receive  compensation  for  snch  injuries  as  the 
continuance  of  the  depot  in  its  present  condition  has  caused 
and  will  hereafter  cause  him. 

The  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the  house  and  lot  situate  on 
the  south-westerly  comer  of  Greenwich  and  Warren  streets, 
and  he  conducts  upon  the  premises  the  business  of  a  dealer  in 
provisions.  He  bought  the  property  in  1878,  and  he  has 
occupied  it  ever  since.  I  think  that  he  owns  to  the  middle 
line  of  Warren  street,  but  in  his  complaint  he  alleges  that 
"the  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New 
York  acquired  their  interest  therein  (i.  «.,  in  Warren  street), 
and  have  ever  since  held  the  same,  in  trust,  nevertheless,  that 
the  same  should  be  appropriated  and  kept  open  for  the  pur- 
poses of  a  public  street  forever,  and  that  the  legislature  has 
never  granted  to  the  defendants  any  right  to  use  or  occupy 
said  street,  or  any  part  thereof,  for  any  purpose,  or  burden  th© 
said  street  with  any  public  use  in  favor  of  said  defendants." 

Although  there  be  no  allegation  that  the  fee  of  the  street 
is  in  the  city  of  New  York,  it  was  assumed  upon  the  trial,  at 
least  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  that  the  complaint, 
fairly  construed,  amounted  to  an  admission  that  the  city 
owned  the  fee  of  the  street,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  only 
such  an  easement  therein  as  was  appurtenant  to  his  rights  as 
an  abutting  owner.  Upon  the  argument,  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  contended  that  his  client  was  the  owner  of  the  street, 
and  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  then  said  that  he  was  sur- 
prised by  that  claim,  as  the  evidence  had  been  taken  by  both 
parties  upon  the  assumption  that  the  city,  and  not  the  plaintiff, 
had  the  title  to  the  street.  As  I  understood  the  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  at  an  early  stage  of  the  trial,  when  a  question  was 
raised  as  to  whether  or  not  the  fee  of  the  street  was  in  the 
plaintiff,  he  said  he  considered  the  matter  of  small  consequence, 
because  whether  his  client  owned  the  fee  or  whether  he  had 
merely  an  easement,  he  was  in  either  case  entitled  to  an 
Vol.  LXVII        80 
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injunction.  If  my  memory  be  correct,  there  was  not  an 
unqualified  concession  that  the  fee  was  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  but  there  was  good  ground  for  the  argument  of  the 
counsel  for  the  defendants  that  the  allegation  that  the  city 
held  the  street  '^  in  trust "  was  tantamount  to  an  admission 
that  the  dty  had  the  legal  title  to  the  land  of  the  street  I 
shall  treat  the  case,  therefore,  as  if  the  plaintiff  had  no  other 
rights  in  Warren  street  than  those  of  an  abutting  owner.  I 
shall  first  inquire  what  the  defendants  have,  done ;  secondly, 
whether  they  had  any  lawful  authority  for  their  proceedings ; 
and  thirdly,  what  redress,  if  any,  the  plaintiff  may  be  entitled  to* 
It  is  conceded  that  the  defendants  entered  the  vault  under 
the  sidewalk  of  the  plaintiff's  building,  and  there  built  two 
piers  for  the  support  of  iron  columns  that  stand  upon  the 
sidewalk  and  form  part  of  the  underpinning  of  the  structure, 
which,  in  the  complaint,  is  called  a  depot.  The  depot  stands 
entirely  in  Warren  street.  The  house  that  is  used  for  the  sale 
of  tickets  is  twenty  feet  wide  by  thirty-six  feet  deep,  and  is  a 
substantial  structure  of  wood  and  iron.  Its  floor  is  on  a  level 
with  the  plaintiff's  second  story  windows,  and  its  roof  is  nearly 
as  high  as  the  roof  of  the  plaintiff's  house.  The  roof  projects 
over  the  sides  of  the  ticket  office  so  as  to  cover  Warren  street 
from  curb  to  curb.  The  carriage-way  in  Warren  street  for 
more  than  forty  feet  is  completely  roofed  by  the  defendant's 
structure.  As  may  be  expected,  this  structure,  parallel  to  the 
plaintiff's  building,  equal  to  it  in  height,  and  close  to  its  side, 
intercepts  the  light  that  naturally  would  enter  the  plaintiff's 
windows,  and  darkens  the  interior  of  the  house.  The  store, 
which  is  on  the  ground  floor,  can  no  longer  be  used  for  some 
of  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  available  before  the  depot 
was  built.  The  grading  of  fish  (an  important  part  of  the 
plaintiff's  business)  cannot  be  done  because  there  is  not  now 
light  sufficient  for  the  work.  Whilst  the  light  has  been  taken 
from  the  store,  the  piers  built  in  the  vault  have  diminished 
the  space  usable  for  the  storing  and  handling  of  goods.  The 
greater  part  of  the  piers  is  within  the  curbstone  line,  and 
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witliiu  that  part  of  the  vault  of  which  (it  may  be  assumed  as 
against  a  wrong-doer)  the  plaintiff  was  in  lawful  occupation. 

Now,  the  construction  of  piers  in  his  vault  and  the  erection 
of  a  house  thereon  are  wrongful  acts,  unless  the  defendants 
had  lawful  authority  for  the  building  of  this  structure  in 
Warren  street.  Chapter  489  of  the  Laws  of  1867  authorized 
the  construction  of  an  elevated  railroad  along  both  sides  of 
Greenwich  street,  west  of  Ninth  avenue,  to  the  Harlem  river. 
The  road  was  to  run  along  Greenwich  street,  at  all  events, 
but  it  was  not  determined  by  the  legislature  whether  it  was 
to  run  on  Ninth  avenue  or  on  "  streets  west  of  Ninth  avenue." 
The  reason  for  my  emphasizing  the  word  streets  will  appear 
hereafter.  The  act  authorized  the  appointment  of  three 
commissioners,  who  should  have  power  to  remove  obstructions, 
awnings,  signs  and  other  local  objects ;  to  designate  the  points 
at  which  stair-cases  in  the  streets  should  be  erected  for  public 
access  to  the  railway,  and  at  which  turnouts  and  connections 
between  the  tracks  should  be  made. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  contends  that  the  authority 
of  the  commissioners  to  designate  the  points  in  the  streets  in 
which  stair-cases  should  be  erected  confers  upon  them  the 
power  to  order  the  construction  of  stair-cases  in  any  of  the 
cross  streets  that  the  railroad  intersects ;  but  such  is  not,  in 
my  opinion,  the  meaning  of  the  act.  The  word  " streets'' 
must  refer  to  those  streets  in  whi(*.h  the  railroad  was  to  lay  its 
track.  No  other  streets  are  mentioned.  The  power  to  use 
other  streets  is  not  expressly  given,  nor  is  it  given  by  neces- 
sary implication.  "We  have  become  so  accustomed  to  find 
stations  of  the  elevated  railroads  at  the  comers  of  streets  that 
the  mind,  from  the  force  of  habit,  is  inclined  to  take  it  for 
granted  that  a  station  must  needs  be  on  a  comer,  but  this  is 
by  no  means  so.-  Stations  have  been  located  at  corners  partly 
because  those  places  are  convenient,  and  partly,  I  suspect, 
because  they  presented  an  inviting  field  to  those  who  wished 
to  occupy  land  without  paying  for  it.  The  law-making  power 
evidently  did  not  contemplate  the  use  of  the  streets  for  depot 
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purposes,  for  the  act  expressly  provides  that  the  railroad  com- 
pany may  "rent,  purchase  or  acquire  such  huildinga  or  parts 
of  buildings  as  may  be  convenient  for  the  stations  or  depots 
for  public  access  to  the  railway." 

It  will  be  seen  that  stations  and  depots  are  to  be  in  build- 
ings that  the  railroad  company  may  hire  or  buy,  though  stair- 
cases may  be  erected  in  the  streets  through  which  the  track  is 
laid.  In  all  probability,  it  never  occurred  to  the  legislature 
that  the  ticket  ofiSces  of  the  company  would  be  built  over  the 
highway.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  know  that  other  railways, 
both  horse  and  steam,  sell  tickets  «nd  receive  passengers,  with- 
out building  depots  in  the  highway,  middle  of  public  thorough- 
fares. What  necessity,  then,  can  there  be  for  placing  the 
offices  of  the  defendants  in  the  highi^ay  ?  As  far  as  the  act 
of  1867  is  concerned,  it  does  not  empower  the  defendants  to 
place  stair-cases  or  to  build  stations  in  or  over  the  streets  that 
intersect  the  line  of  the  railroad. 

"With  respect  to  the  right  of  the  company  to  excavate 
"  spaces  required  for  the  foundation  of  its  columns,"  section 
6  of  the  act  expressly  provides  that  it  shall  be  exercised 
"within  the  streets  indicated."  Those  streets,  as  I  have 
already  said,  are  those  through  which  the  track  is  to  be  laid. 
There  is  no  other  act  to  which  my  attention  has  been  called 
that  enlarges  the  powers  of  the  defendants  with  respect  to  its 
depots  and  columns. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants,  without  mentioning 
any  particular  section  of  chapter  606  of  the  Laws  of  1876, 
said  generally  that  that  act  in  some  way  gave  some  right  to 
the  defendants  to  use  side  streets  for  depot  purposes,  but  I 
cannot  discover  any  provision  that  has  the  least  connection 
with  the  manner  of  constructing  the  railroad  in  Greenwich 
street.  The  commissioners  were  appointed  under  the  act  of 
1867,  and  who  continued  in  office  until  after  the  completion 
of  the  Greenwich  street  road,  and  who  may  still  be  acting, 
when  they  gave  their  certificate  of  approval  of  the  location  of 
the  railroad,  and  of  the  manner  in  which  it  had  been  built, 
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say  that  they  were  acting  tinder  the  act  of  1867,  and  under 
the  act  chapter  595  of  the  Laws  of  1875.  They  did  not  sup- 
pose that  they  derived  any  power  from  chapter  606  of  the 
Laws  of  1875,  nor  can  I  see  how  that  act  can  be  so  construed 
as  to  confer  any  authority  upon  them. 

Chapter  595  of  the  Laws  of  1875,  is  said,  however,  to  cover 
the  case  completely,  and  to  remove  all  doubt  as  to  the  right 
of  the  defendants  to  maintain  their  depot  at  Warren  street  as 
it  now  stands.  Section  4  of  that  act  provides  that  "  the  loca- 
tion of  the  lines  or  routes  not  specifically  located  by  law,  and 
the  position  and  construction  of  the  tracks,  side-tracks,  turn- 
outs, stations  and  other  structures^  which  said  company  is  or 
may  he  authorized  hy  low  to  construct,  inay  be  such  as  said 
company  may  adopt  and  the  said  commissioners  approve." 

It  is  urged  that  the  company  has  adopted  this  station,  and 
that  the  commissioners  have  approved  it.  Undoubtedly  this 
is  true ;  but  is  it  true  that  the  company  was  authorized  by 
law  to  locate  the  station  in  its  present  position,  and  to  con- 
struct it  in  the  highway  ?  First,  let  me  read  section  7  of  the 
act,  which  declares  that  ^^  this  act  shall  not  be  so  construed  as 
to  authorize  the  building  or  extension  of  said  road  through, 
along  or  upon  any  streets  or  avenues  except  along  Oreenunch 
street  to  Ninth  avenue,  and  along  Ninth  avenue,  or  streets 
west  of  Ninth  avenue,  as  authorized  by  section  4  of  chapter 
489  of  the  Laws  of  1867."  Is  the  depot  a  part  of  the  railroad  ? 
If  it  be,  then  there  is  a  positive  legislative  declaration  that 
the  building  of  it  alo7ig  or  upon  any  street  except  Greenwich 
street.  Ninth  avenue,  or  streets  west  of  Ninth  avenue  is  with- 
out authority  of  law. 

But  this  is  not  all.  The  court  of  appeals  in  the  New  York 
Elevated  Railroad  Case  (70  N.  P".,  327)  decided  that  the  act 
of  1875  conferred  no  new  franchise  upon  the  New  York 
Elevated  Kailroad  Company,  but  simply  confirmed  such  fran- 
chises as  were  granted  by  the  act  of  1867 ;  and  that  the  act  of 
1875  would  have  been  unconstitutional  if  it  had  given  any 
new  right  to  lay  down  tracks  or  any  new  privilege  to  use  the 
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streets  for  the  private  purposes  of  the  company.  The  power 
of  the  defendants  to  build  and  maintain  this  depot  must  be 
found  in  the  act  of  1867,  if  it  exist  at  all,  and  that  act  does 
not  confer  it.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  depot  was  erected, 
and  is  now  maintained  without  the  authority  of  law,  and  is  a 
purpresture. 

Now,  to  what  redress  is  tlie  plaintiff  entitled?  As  the 
depot  is  a  common  nuisance,  an  indictment  is  the  only  remedy 
for  its  abatement,  unless  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  some  injury, 
not  merely  greater  in  degree,  but  different  in  kind  from  that 
suffered  by  the  community  at  large. 

I  think  that  he  falls  within  the  class  of  sufferers  whose 
injuries  are  such  as  to  give  them  individually  a  right  to 
demand  the  protection  of  the  court.  The  people  at  large 
may,  whilst  passing  in  this  locality,  experience  a  sense  of 
annoyance  at  having  this  structure  over  their  heads  and 
at  being  impeded  by  the  columns,  but  it  does  not  appear 
that  they  are  injured  in  purse  or  in  person  by  the  obstruc- 
tion. The  plaintiff,  on  the  other  hand,  suffers  a  pecu- 
niary loss  through  the  injury  to  his  business  that  the  darken- 
ing of  his  windows  occasions.  He  was  bound  to  prove,  and 
he  has  shown  to  my  satisfaction,  that  the  building  of  the 
depot  has  prevented  him  from  carrymg  out  his  business  as 
beneficially  and  profitably  as  he  had  previously  done.  The 
necessity  that  he  is  now  under  of  carrying  his  goods  out  to 
the  sidewalk  in  order  to  grade  them,  and  the  expense  that  the 
extra  handling  causes  to  him,  make  out  a  case  of  special 
damage  that  gives  the  plaintiff  a  right  to  maintain  an  action. 
If  I  were  sitting  to  assess  damages,  I  would  give  to  the  plain- 
tiff substantial  damages  for  the  loss  of  light.  Under  these 
circumstances  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  an  injunction  is 
clear  {Back  agt.  Stacy^  2  C.c&  jP.,  466  ;  Aynsley  agt.  Olover, 
1 1  MoaJc^a  Eng.y  528).  "  Where  substantial  damages  would 
be  given  at  law,  there  a  court  of  equity  will  interpose,"  said 
vice  chancellor  Wood  in  Dent  agt.  Auction  Maft  Company 
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(Z.  i?.,  2  jfiJy.,  245)  and  in  Aynaley  agt.  Olover  {sup,)  the 
master  of  the  rolls  adopted  the  rule. 

To  the  granting  of  an  injunction  the  defendants  raise  sev- 
eral objections  that  are  not  founded  on  their  alleged  right  to 
build  the  depot. 

First.  It  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  himself  obscures  the  light 
by  maintaining  a  wooden  awning  over  the  sidewalk,  and  that 
he  therefore  combines  with  the  defendants  in  darkening  the 
store  so  as  to  make  himself  a  contributor  to  his  own  injury. 
Indeed,  the  counsel  called  it  a  case  of  contributory  negligence, 
though  I  confess  I  cannot  see  how  he  contributed  to  the 
erection  of  the  depot,  which  is  the  grievance  which  the  court 
is  asked  to  redress.  It  is  proved  that  the  awning  did  not 
darken  the  store  so  as  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  carrying 
on  his  business  in  any  part  of  the  premises,  and  the  rule  is  that 
^^  a  plaintiff,  who,  in  an  insignificant  degree,  obscures  the  light 
of  his  own  dwelling  house,  is  not  disentitled  to  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  defendant  from  erecting  a  building  that  will 
seriously  diminish  the  light,  and  that  nothing  short  of  an  act  by 
the  plaintiff  that  will  produce  somewhat  the  same  amount  of 
injury  as  that  of  which  he  complains  will  deprive  him  of  the 
right  to  relief"  {Arcedeokne  agt.  KdJc^  2  Giff.^  283).  Casting 
aside  all  decisions  and  relying  on  common  sense,  is  it  not  clear 
that  by  building  a  shelter  from  the  sun  a  man  does  not  deprive 
himself  of  his  right  to  complain  of  an  unlawful  structure  that 
darkens  his  windows  ?  The  awning  was  intended  to  exclude 
some  of  the  sun's  rays,  even  though  the  store  might  be  some- 
what darkened,  but  I  do  not  draw  from  that  fact  the  conclu- 
sion that  if  a  man  fails  to  make  full  use  at  all  times  of  all  the 
light  that  the  sun  would  give  him,  he  thereby  places  himself 
at  the  mercy  of  any  one  who  chooses  to  obscure  his  windows 
{Moore  agt.  EaU,  28  Modk^  164). 

Secondly.  It  is  said  that  the  light  of  which  the  plaintiff  is 
deprived  is  not  direct  but  only  reflected  light,  and  a  sort  of 
scientific  inquiry  was  pursued  to  show  at  what  angles  the  rays 
of  the  sun  would  strike  the  walls  of  the  plaintiff's  building. 
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I  attack  but  little  importance  to  theories  of  that  character 
when  we  have  before  us  proof  that  enough  of  the  sun's  rays 
were  in  some  way  intercepted  to  render  the  plaintiffs  store 
unfit  for  the  transaction  of  his  ordinary  business.  We  have 
not  in  this  country  any  such  statute  as  the  Metropolis  Local 
Management  Act  {chap.  102  of  25  avid  26  Yict\  and  an 
inquiry  as  to  the  angles  at  which  light  may  fall  has  no  place 
in  our  system  of  administering  the  law  {Theed  agt.  Debenharrij 
16  Moaky  712 ;  Hackett  agt.  Baiss^  15  Moaky  459). 

Thirdly.  It  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  is  by  reason  of  his 
laches  disentitled  to  an  injunction.  If  the  question  here  was 
as  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  compel  the  removal  of  tlie 
piers  in  his  vault,  I  should  acquiesce  in  the  justice  of  the 
defendants'  position.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff,  when 
the  defendants  invaded  his  vault,  to  meet  them  at  the  thres- 
hold with  the  weapons  of  defense  that  the  law  had  placed 
within  his  reach.  The  law  is  the  same  to-day  that  it  was  on 
the  day  when  the  vault  was  first  encroached  upon.  He  him- 
self is  to  blame  for  permitting  his  premises  to  be  used  for  the 
foundation  of  the  defendant's  piers.  Saying  nothing  as  to  his 
right  to  damages  in  ah  action  at  law,  I  should  certainly  deny 
to  him  a  mandatory  injunction.  He  knew  when  the  founda- 
tions were  dug  exactly  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  encroach- 
ment upon  his  vault. 

With  respect  to  the  station  on  the  street,  however,  the  plain- 
tiff stands  in  a  very  different  position.  It  was  not  upon  his 
property.  The  extent  to  which  it  would  darken  his  windows, 
if,  indeed,  it  should  darken  them  at  all,  was  something  that  he 
could  not  possibly  know  until  the  structure  had  been  com- 
pleted. He  had  only  an  easement  to  protect,  and  that  he  was 
in  no  position  to  defend  until  it  was  certain  to  be  injured. 
The  rule  in  Cooper  agt.  Rvblmck  (30  Beava/ii^  160),  that  was 
referred  to  in  the  Ninth  Avenvs  case  (3  Ahh.  N.  (7.,  358),  is 
applicable  only  where  the  structure  that  it  is  sought  to  remove 
by  mandatory  injunction  was  one  that  obviously  would  neces- 
sarily injure  the  plaintiff  if  it  were  allowed  to  go  on  to  com- 
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pletion.  Until  this  depot  was  completed  the  plaintiS  had  no 
right  to  assume  that  it  would  be  so  constructed  as  to  darken 
his  windows.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  when  he  discovered 
the  effect  that  the  structure  would  have  upon  his  building  the 
plaintiff  moved  with  the  greatest  promptitude. 

No  facts  have  been  presented  to  me  that  bring  this  case 
within  the  rule  laid  down  in  Currier^s  Company  agt.  Corhett 
(2  Dr.  dk  Sm.^  860),  and  the  plaintiff  should  have  the  relief 
prayed  for  and  the  structure  erected  by  the  defendants  in 
Warren  street  should  be  removed. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

James  Cavanagh  ajld  others  agt.  Geobgb  T.  Mobbow 

and  others. 

Imohenl  asiignm&nt — When  a  eredUar  is  to  he  held  io  have  aequieeced  in  the 
fact  of  an  omgnmeTU  by  the  debtor  for  the  beneJU  of  ereditors,  and  the 
legality  of  such  aeeiffnment,  eo  as  to  be  estopped  Jf^om  daiming  that  it  was 
fraudulent  in  its  inception. 

When  a  debtor,  in  failing  circumstances,  has  made  an  assignment  of  his 
estate  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  his  creditors  may  come  in  under 
the  assignment  and  insist  that  the  assignee  shall,  with  fidelity,  execute 
the  trust  in  pursuance  of  the  instrument.  Or  the  creditors  may  stand 
aloof,  refusing  to  recognize  the  validity  of  the  instrument  on  the 
ground  of  actual  fraud  or  other  illegality,  and  they  may  institute 
appropriate  proceedings  at  law  or  in  equity  to  test  the  validity  of  the 
assignment  in  the  courts. 

Creditors  have  an  election  as  to  which  course  they  will  adopt  They 
cannot  pursue  both.  Creditors  cannot  in  one  moment  take  steps  in 
recognition  of  the  assignment,  and  in  the  line  of  its  strict  enforcement, 
according  to  its  terms,  and  seek  to  hold  the  assignee  to  its  performance, 
and  in  the  next  repudiate  it  as  fraudulent  and  void. 

An  election  may  be  implied  from  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the 

case,  and  when  an  election  is  made  it  is  irrevocable.    Creditors  may 

express  their  election  to  come  in  under  an  assignment  in  several  ways: 

"  by  giving  notice  to  the  assignee  of  the  acceptance  of  it,"  and  less 
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formally  by  Bimply  presenting  their  claims  to  the  assignee  for  payment 
or  diyidend.  By  coming  in  under  a  voluntary  assignment,  creditors 
express  their  election  to  accept  of  its  provisions,  and  are  considered  as 
acquiescing  in  the  disposition  made. 
The  act  of  a  creditor  in  verifying  his  claim  and  presenting  it  to  an 
assignee  is  a  recognition  of  the  lawfulness  of  his  title  to  the  assignee's 
estate,  and  of  his  right  to  administer  the  same,  in  payment  of  the  debts 
of  the  assignor,  as  provided  for  in  the  instrument.  And  when  a  creditor 
having  verified  his  claim  and  presented  it,  goes  further  and  becomes  a 
party  to  a  proceeding  for  aoi  accounting  by  the  assignee,  under  'the 
statute,  and  exercises  the  right  to  scrutinize  the  accounts  and  to  inter- 
pose objections  to  payments  and  disbursements  made  by  the  assignee, 
he  should  be  held  to  have  acquiesced  in  the  fact  of  the  assignment  by 
the  debtor  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and  the  legality  of  such  assign- 
ment, so  as  to  be  estoppfed  from  claiming  that  it  was  fraudulent  in  its 
inception. 

Special  Term^  February^  1884. 

Lewis  dk  Clopton  and  jP.  MitcheUy  ior  plaintifb. 

James  Z.  Bishop  and  John  E.  Parsons^  for  defendants. 

Van  Voest,  «/. —  The  p][amti£b  are  judgment  creditors  of  the 
defendant  George  T.  Morrow,  and  as  such  bring  this  action  to 
set  aside  as  fraudulent  a-  voluntary  assignment  of  all  his 
property,  made  by  their  debtor  George  T.  Morrow  to  the 
defendant  Thomas  J.  Morrow,  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors. 
The  assignment  bears  date  the  25th  day  of  May,  1880,  and  it 
contains  preferences.  The  debtor's  estate  consisted  chiefly  of 
a  shoe  factory  and  its  contents  of  mannfactured  and  nnmann- 
factured  merchandise,  although  he  owned  other  propertj^, 
real  and  personal,  which  passed  under  the  assignment. 

The  assignee  took  possession  of  the  assigned  estate,  and 
converted  fte  same,  or  a  large  portion  thereof,  into  money, 
and  applied  the  proceeds  towards  the  payment  of  the  debts 
provided  for  in  the  assignment.  He  has  still  on  hand  moneys 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  debts  of  the  assignor. 

The  plaintiffs,  claiming  that  the  assignment  is  fraudulent 
in  law  upon  its  face,  and  also  fraudulent  in  fact,  ask  that  it  be 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  243 

Cayanagh  agt.  Morrow. 

set  aside  and  that  a  receiver  of  the  property  ghall  be  appointed, 
and  that  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  property  their  judgmenta 
shall  be  paid. 

It  is  argued  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  that  under  the 
evidence  the  plaintiflEis  are  precluded  from  maintaining  «this 
action  for  the  reason  that  they  have  confirmed  the  assignment, 
and  were,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action, 
seeking  to  enforce  it  in  a  proceeding  then  and  now  pending . 
in  the  court  of  common  pleas. 

The  proceeding  in  the  court  of  common  pleas  was  one' 
instituted  by  the  assignee  for  an  accounting,  in  pursuance  of 
the  provisions  of  chapter  466  of  the  Laws  of  1877,  entitled 
^^  An  act  in  relation  to  the  assignment  of  the  estates  of  debtors 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors,"  and  the  amendments  thereto. 
The  plaintiffs  filed  their  claims  with  the  assignee,  and 
appeared  in  the  proceeding  in  the  court  of  common  pleas, 
and  interposed  objections  to  the  assignee's  account.  The 
account  and  the  objections  were  by  that  court  referred  to  a 
referee,  before  whom  testimony  was  taken.  The  referee  took 
and  stated  the  account  and  made  his  report  to  the  court, 
showing,  amongst  other  things,  the  proceeds  realized  by  the 
assignee  of  the  assigned  property,  and  the  disposition  made- 
by  him  thereof  in  the  payment  of  debtB,  and  the  balance  of  ^ 
cash  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  assignee  applicable  to  the 
debts  which  have  not  been  paid.  In  these  proceeds  in  the 
hands  of  the  assignee,  the  plaintiff  are  entitled  as  creditors  to 
participate. 

The  action  of  the  plaintiffs  in  thus  filing  their  claims  with 
the  assignee  and  taking  part  in  the  proceedings  for  an  account- 
ing becomes  significant  when  the  character  and  object  of  the 
law  of  1877  are  considered.  This  act  recognizes  the  right  of 
a  debtor  to  make  an  assignment  of  his  property  for  the  benefit 
of  his  creditors,  and  provides  for  the  making  of  an  inventory 
of  the  assigned  estate  and  the  recording  of  the  assignment. 
It  declares  that  the  assignee  may  advertise  for  creditors  to 
present  to  him  their  claims,  with  vouohera  duly  verified,  on  -^ 
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or  before  a  day  to  be  specified.  The  county  judge,  who  has 
power  over  the  assignee  and  the  trust  estate,  is  authorized,  on 
the  application  of  creditors,  to  remove  an  assignee  for  incom- 
petency. The  county  judge  has  power  to  issue  a  citation 
requiring  the  parties  to  show  cause  why  an  accounting 
should  not  be  had,  on  the  petition  of  an  assi^^ee  or  of  a  cred- 
itor. All  persons  interested  in  the  fund,  except  creditors  who 
have  not  duly  presented  their  claims,  may  appear  and  take 
part  in  the  proceeding.  The  county  judge,  on  the  proceeding 
for  an  accounting,  has  power  to  examine  the  parties  in  relation 
to  the  assignment  and  accounting  and  all  questions  connected 
therewith ;  to  require  the  assignee  to  file  an  account  of  his 
proceedings,  and  to  take  and  state  such  account ;  to  settle  and 
adjudicate  upon  the  account  and  the  claims  presented;  to 
decree  payment  to  creditors  of  their  just  proportion  of  the 
fund,  and  to  execute  such  further  powers  in  respect  to  the 
accounting  as  a  surrogate  may  exercise  in  reference  to  an 
accounting  by  an  executor  or  administrator.  Every  order  or 
decree  of  the  county  judge  becomes  an  order  of  the  court  and 
is  the  subject  of  appeal. 

.  These  provisions  of  the  act  above  referred  to,  and  others 
which  might  be  named,  show  that  the  proceedings  authorized 
to  be  taken  before  the  county  judge  in  respect  to  the  account- 
ings of  assignees  under  voluntary  assignments,  are  based  upon 
the  validity  of  an  instrument  executed  and  recorded  in  pursu- 
ance of  its  t«rms.  The  act,  therefore,  of  a  creditor  in  verify- 
ing his  claim,  and  presenting  it  to  an  assignee,  is  a  recognition 
of  the  lawfulness  of  his  title  to  the  assigned  estate,  and  of  his 
right  to  administer  the  same,  in  payment  of  the  debts  of  the 
assignor,  as  provided  for  in  the  instrument.  Unless  the  act 
of  a  creditor  in  so  presenting  his  claim  to  an  assignee  has  such 
significance  it  would  be  an  idle  ceremony.  Men  are  not  pre=- 
sumed  to  take  such  steps  with  any  other  than  a  useful  and 
lawful  purpose.  .  And  when  a  creditor,  having  verified  his 
claim  and  presented  it,  goes  further  and  becomes  a  party  to  a 
proceeding  for  an  accounting  by  the  assignee,  under  this  stat- 
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ate,  and  exercises  the  right  to  scmtinize  the  accounts  and  to 
interpose  objections  to  payments  and  disbursements  made  by 
the  assignee,  he  acts  clearly  in  recognition  of  the  validity  of 
the  assignment  and  of  the  propriety  of  an  accounting  by  the 
assignee  under  the  assignment. 

When  a  debtor,  in  failing  circumstances,  has  made  an 
assignment  of  his  estate  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  his 
creditors  may  come  in  under  the  assignment  and  insist  that 
the  assignee  shall,  with  fidelity,  execute  the  trust  in  pursuance 
of  the  terms  of  the  instrument.  Or  the  creditors  may  stand 
aloof,  refusing  to  recognize  the  validity  of  the  instrument,  on 
the  ground  of  actual  fraud  or  other  illegality,  and  they  may 
institute  appropriate  proceedings  at  law  or  in  equity  to  test 
the  validity  of  the  assignment  in  the  courts. 

Creditors  have  an  election  as  to  which  course  they  will 
adopt.  They  cannot  pursue  both.  Creditors  cannot  in  one 
moment  take  steps  in  recognition  of  the  assignment,  and  in 
the  line  of  its  strict  enforcement,  according  to  its  terms,  and 
seek  to  hold  the  assignee  to  its  performance,  and  in  the  next 
repudiate  it  as  fraudulent  and  void. 

The  principle  of  election  rests  upon  the  equitable  grounds 
that  ^^  no  man  can  be  permitted  to  claim  inconsistent  rights 
with  regard  to  the  same  subject.  *  *  *  A  person  cannot 
accept  and  reject  the  same  instrument,  or  having  availed  him- 
self of  part,  defeat  its  provisions  in  any  other  part ;  and  this 
applies  to  deeds,  wills  and  all  other  instruments  whatever '' 
{Leading  Cases  in  Eqmiy^  hy  W,  &  71,  vol.  1,  p.  541 ;  note  to 
Noys  agt.  Mordcmnt^  amd  Streetjidd  agt.  Streetfidd^  and 
numerous  cases  cited). 

An  election  may  be  implied  from  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  and  when  an  election  is  made  it  is  irrevo- 
cable {JEstate  of  James  Burke,  Parson^ s  Select  Cases ^  Penn,^ 
470). 

Creditors  may  express  their  election  to  come  in  under  an 
assignment  in  several  ways  :  By  giving  notice  to  the  assignees 
of  their  acceptance  of  it,  *'  and  less  formally  by  simply  pre- 


246  NBW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Cavanagh  agt.  Morrow. 


Benting  their  claimB  to  the  assignees  for  pajment  or  dividend*' 
{BurrUl'on  AsstgnmentSy  sec.  478  [4^  ed.]y  1882). 

By  coming  in  nnder  a  voluntary  assignment,  creditors 
express  their  election  to  accept  of  its  provisions,  and  are  con- 
sidered as  acquiescing  in  the  disposition  made  {Idem^  sees, 
475,  479,  503). 

It  may  be  conceded  that  it  is  of  the  essence  of  an  election 
that  it  was  made  with  full  knowledge.  But  that  the  plaintiffs 
had  knowledge  of  everything  necessary  to  be  known  to  make 
an  intelligent  election,  and  to  determine  their  line  of  action, 
will  appear  below,  where  another  view  of  this  case  is  presented. 

But  it  is  urged  on  the  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  that  they  are 
not  concluded  by  their  action  in  filing  their  claim  with  the 
assignee  and  appearing  in  tlie  proceeding  in  the  court  of  com- 
mon pleas  for  an  accounting,  and  filing  objections  therein,  for 
the  reason  that  the  court  of  common  pleas  overruled  one  of 
their  objections  and  held  that  the  examination  of  witnesses  in 
the  proceeding  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  the  validity  of 
the  claims  specially  preferred  in  the  assignment,  was  incom- 
petent and  improper. 

The  objections  interposed  by  the  plaintiflEs  in  that  proceed- 
,  ing  were  as  follows :  1st.  That  the  assignee  had  not  accounted 
for  all  the  property  that  had  come  into  his  hands.  2d.  That 
he  had  used  the  trust  estate  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignor. 
3.  That  the  allowance  of  the  claims  of  Cornelius  Morrow  and 
three  other  preferred  creditors  was  illegal,  fraudulent  and  for 
the  benefit  of  the  assignor.  4th.  That  the  amounts  paid  by 
the  assignee  for  legal  services  were  illegal.  5th.  That  the 
sale  of  the  assets  of  the  trust  estate  to  Cornelius  Morrow  was 
illegal,  collusive  and  fraudulent  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
assignor,  and  that  the  sum  realized  therefor  was  grossly 
inadequate  to  their  actual  value. 

It  will  be  thus  seen  that  all  of  the  objections  made  by  the 
plaintiflEs  in  the  court  of  common  pleas,  except  the  third,  had 
reference  exclusively  to  the  administration  by  the  assignee 
of  his  trust  according  to  the  assignment.     These  objections^ 
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in  their  scope  and  application,  had  in  View  the  holding  of  the 
assignee  accountable  for  property  he  had  not  accounted  for, 
and  for  payments  claimed  to  have  been  made  improperly  and 
for  proceeds  he  had  not  reahzed.  These  objections  all  chal- 
lenged the  action  of  the  assignee  in  his  management  and  dis- 
position of  the  estate.  They  all  looked  to  an  increase  of  the 
funds  applicable  to  the  payment  of  debts,  in  which  the  plain- 
tiffs, as  creditors  of  the  assignor,  were  entitled  to  participate, 
and  from  which  they  might  receive  a  dividend.  They  were 
in  support  of,  and  not  against,  the  assignment. 

The  third  objection,  however,  in  effect  sought  to  impeach 
the  claims  of  certain  preferred  creditors,  but  this  not  directly 
and  in  woi'ds.  The  objection  was  that  the  allowance  of  those 
claims  was  illegal,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignor.  As 
stated  and  in  form,  the  objection  is  that  the  assignee  should 
not  in  his  account  be  credited  with  these  payments.  Could 
the  plaintiffs  have  succeeded  in  their  contention  under  the 
objection  made,  they  would  have,  to  the  extent  of  such  pay- 
ments, increased  the  amount  to  be  distributed  among  the 
general  creditors.  But  the  court  of  common  pleas  properly 
enough  excluded  this  objection,  leaving  to  the  plaintiffs  the 
right  to  prosecute  their  other  objections,  which  challenged  the 
administration  of  the  trust  estate.  They  so  excluded  this 
objection,  because  the  proceeding  in  that  court  to  which  the 
plaintiffs  were  parties  was  founded  upon  an  administration  of 
the  trust  estate  according  to  the  terms  of  that  instrument. 
And  that  a  creditor  so  appearing  and  taking  part  in  the 
accounting  could  not  attack  the  instrument  itself.  One 
position  was  inconsistent  with  the  other. 

Th'e  conclusion  reached,  therefore,  in  respect  to  the  action 
of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  court  of  common  pleas,  is  that  it  was 
a  recognition  of  the  assignment,  and  of  the  liability  of  the 
assignee  to  account  for  the  proceeds  of  the  assigned  estate 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  trust.  But,  irrespective 
of  their  participation  in  the  proceedings  in  the  court  of  com- 
mon pleas,  the  plaintiffs  are  estopped  by  their  conduct  and 
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action  in  recognition  of  the  validity  of  the  assignment  from 
now  seeking  to  impeach  it. 

The  plaintiffs  and  other  creditors  of  the-  assignor  became 
aware  of  the  assignment  immediately  after  it  was  made,  and 
commenced  at  once  to  investigate  the  condition  of  the  assigned 
estate  and  its  value,  and  advised  the  assignee  as  to  its  admin- 
istration. A  meeting  of  creditors  was  called  and  a  committee 
was  appointed  to  examine  into  the  condition  and  value  of  the 
estate,  and  to  guard  their  interests  in  its  administration.  The 
plaintiff  Cavanagh  was  one  of  that  committee.  The  members 
of  the  committee  were  all  business  men  familiar  with  the 
matters  and  interests  to  be  examined.  The  books  and  papers 
and  property  were  exposed  by  the  assignee  to  the  examination 
and  inspection  of  the  committee  of  creditors.  The  inventory 
of  the  assigned  estate,  as  well  as  the  claims  against  it,  were 
examined  and  discussed.  The  property  was  valued  by  the 
committee,  and  what  it  would  probably  realize  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  assignment  was  ascertained  by  them.  Creditors, 
including  Ihe  plaintiffs,  authorized  the  assignee,  by  a  writing 
signed  by  them,  to  ^^  go  on  and  finish  up  the  unfinished  stock 
at  the  factory,"  and  "  to  put  it  in  a  condition  for  sale  in  the 
market,  and  further,  that  he  be  empowered  to  buy  sufficient 
raw  material  to  work  up  into  manufactured  form  the  unfinished 
work  and  all  other  material  on  hand." 

The  most  valuable  part  of  the  trust  estate  consisted  of  the 
factory,  and  the  merchandise  manufactured  and  unmanufac- 
tured on  hand.  As  to  what  the  merchandise  would  bring  at 
a  sale  thereof,  at  public  or  private  sale,  was  discussed.  The 
assignee  seemed  disposed  to  adopt  either  course,  and  to  sell  by 
auction,  or  otherwise,  so  that  the  best  price  should  be  realized. 

The  plaintiff  Cavanagh,  although  he  believed  the  stock  was 
worth  $47,000,  offered  himself  to  purchase  it  from  the 
assignee  for  the  sum  of  $80,000.  If  his  valuation  was  a  cor- 
rect one,  this  would  have  yielded  him  a  large  profit.  Tet  he 
was  disposed  to  take  it  to  himself.  The  only  other  offer 
made  for  the  stock  as  a  whole  was  $25,000.    Cavanagh  in  the 
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etid,  however,  withdrew  his  ojBEer  of  $30,000  and  advised  the 
Bfisignee  to  sell  the  stock  to  Cornelius  Morrow,  a  brother  of 
the  assignor,  for  $27,500. 

The  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  Cavanagh  upon  this  subject 
is  not  without  interest,  in  view  of  the  fifth  objection  interposed 
in  the  court  of  common  pleas,  and  which  has  been  urged 
against  the  assignment  on  this  trial.  The  assignee  having  told 
him  that  he  had  advertised  the  property  for  sale,  and  having 
asked  the  advice  of  Cavanagh  as  to  the  value  of  the  property, 
Cavanagh,  using  his  own  words,  said:  '^I  told  him  that  I 
stood  ready  to  give  $30,000  for  it.  He  said  that  he  hadn't 
got  but  one  offer  of  $25,000 ;  he  didn't  suppose  that  he  would 
get  any  higher  offer.  I  then  said  to  him,  why  don't  you  sell 
it  to  your  brother  Cornelius ;  he  would  give  as  much  for  it 
as  anybody,  and  you  seem  disposed  to  keep  the  property  in 
your  family.  Well,  he  says,  I  don't  know  that  Cornelius 
would  'give  $25,000.  Anyway,  I  says,  suppose  you  try  him. 
He  said  he  would  go  and  see  what  Cornelius  would  give." 
The  same  witness  further  said,  when  a  paper  was  handed  to 
him  to  sign,  consenting  to  a  sale  to  Cornelius  Morrow : 
"Before  I  signed  the  paper  I  asked  Mr.  Morrow  how  we 
were  going  to  get  our  thirty-five  cents  which  he  agreed  to 
give  us  in  his  compromise  paper.  Mr.  George  Morrow  said 
that  that  would  be  settled ;  that  he  proposed  to  pay  me  the 
thirty-five  cents  anyway ;  and  when  Thomaa  Morrow  came  in 
I  asked  him  if  he  understood  that  to  be  the  fact  —  that  I  was 
to  get  my  thirty-five  cents.  He  says  *  yes,  you  will  get  your 
thirty-five  cents  in  two  weeks.'  I  then  said  to  him :  *  Now,  I 
want  you  to  understand  that  I  am  willing  to  pay  $30,000  for 
this  property,  but  for  the  sake  of  Mr.  Morrow  and  the  family 
I  am  willing  to  withdraw  my  offer  on  condition  that  you  give 
me  that  thirty-five  cents." 

This  occurred  during  the  time  the  committee  of  creditors, 
of  which  Cavanagh  was  one,  was  engaged  in  the  examination 
of  the  property  and  assets.  *  . 

The  committee  having  completed  their  work,  reported  to 
Vol.  LXVn        32 
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the  body  of  creditors  that  they  had  examined  the  books  and 
other  assets  of  the  assignor,  ^nd  t!hat  a  sub-committee  had 
made  a  careful  examination  of  the  stock,  machinery  and  mer- 
chandise. That  it  was  agreed  to  report  the  value  of  the 
merchandise  and  machinery  at  $47,667.63.  '^  That  the  books 
of  the  assignor  were  found  in  good  condition,  and  the  accounts 
showed  the  state  of  the  busin,es3,  and  that  no  difficulty  was 
experienced  in  getting  at  the  facts  and  figures."  The  com- 
mittee in  their  report  also  gave  their  estimated  value  of  the 
other  property,  and  stated  the  amount  of  the  unsecured  debts 
preferred  in  the  assignment.  They  stated  that  in  the  event 
of  the  business  being  wound  up  by  the  assignee,  there  would 
be  a  considerable  loss  to  the  estate  on  preferences  secured  by 
collaterals.  Afterwards  the  creditors,  including  the  plaintiffs, 
by  a  writing  executed  by  them  severally,  authorized  and 
empowered  the  assignee  to  accept  an  offer  made  for  the  stock 
and  machinery  by  Cornelius  Morrow,  the  offer  being  $27,350 
for  the  merchandise  and  machinery,  and  $12,000  for  the 
factory,  the  same  being  the  largest  offer  which,  after  the 
advertisement,  had  been  obtained.  The  merchandise  and 
machinery  were  then  sold  by  the  assignee  to  Cornelius 
Morrow  for  the  sum  named. 

This  conduct  and  action  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  I 
apprehend,  is  an  acquiescence  in  the  fact  of  the  assignment 
and  its  legality  and  in  the  right  of  the  assignee  to  manage  the 
assigned  estate,  and  to  dispose  of  the  same  for  the  benefit  of 
those  interested  under  the  deed  of  trust,  in  pursuance  of  its 
terms.  And  this  line  of  conduct  and  action  was  deliberately 
taken  after  full  means  of  knowing  all  the  facts  in  regard  to  the 
terms  of  the  assignment,  the  extent  of  the  claims  preferred  and 
their  nature,  the  value  of  the  assigned  estate,  and  the  purposes 
to  which  it  was  bv  the  deed  devoted. 

It  is  no  answer  to  the  conclusion  which  such  conduct  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs  suggests  that  the  creditors  were  moved 
with  a  desire  to  effect  a  compromise  with  their  debtor.  That 
tliey  should  desire  such  a  compromise,  and  also  that  the 
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aasigned  estate  should  realize  the  most  for  the  adjustment  of 
their  claims,  was  reasonable.  .  But  any  amount  thej  might 
hope  to  receive  out  of  this  property  was  based  upon  the 
amount  to  be  realized  after  payment  of  the  debts  preferred  by 
the  assignment.  All  the  creditors  did  not,  however,  come  in, 
and  the  compromise  was  not  consummated.  The  plaintiffs  can- 
not in  reason  complain,  either  that  they  have  not  had  sufficient 
opportunity  or  means,  before  deciding  upon  the  course  they 
should  adopt,  to  investigate  all  matters  necessary  to  be 
known  undefstandingly.  If  there  was  a  fraud  in  the  inven- 
tory of  assets,  the  property  was  before  them  and  they  exam- 
ined it. 

The  books,  which  they  have  said  were  well  kept,  were 
opened  to  them,  by  which  the  fairness  of  the  preferred  debts 
could  be  tested.  The  factory  and  its  contents  was  open  to 
their  inspection.  If  the  assignment  was  designed  to  accom- 
plish fraudulent  ends  they  should  not  have  acknowledged  it, 
but  should  have  spumed  it  from  the  beginning.  The  fact  that 
they  treated  with  the  assignee,  acted  with  and  advised  him  in 
the  way  above  mentioned,  is  evidence  that  they  did  not  regard 
the  assignment  as  a  fraud  upon  their  rights. 

Such  conduct  and  action  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  I 
conclude  to  be  a  ratification  of  the  assignment,  and  an  elec- 
tion on  their  part  to  regard  it  as  a  transfer,  legal  and  proper 
in  itself. 

And  having  taken  such  an  attitude,  a  court  of  equity  can- 
not do  otherwise  than  hold  them  to  their  election.  And 
although  they  may  have  been  disappointed  in  what  they 
expected  to  gain  by  the  course  they  pursued,  they  cannot,  in  a 
court  of  equity,  change  their  position  to  one  of  hostility,  and 
seek  to  wrest  from  the  assignee  the  remaining  assets  to  be 
applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  their  judgments,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  deed  was  fraudulent  in  its  inception. 

Notwithstanding  the  contention  of  the  learned  counsel  of 
the  plaintiffs,  I  do  not  regard  the  assignment  as  fraudulent 
upon  its  face ;  but  entertaining  the  views  above  expressed,  I  do 
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not  deem  it  important  to  pass  npon  the  other  questions  in  the 
case,  as  I  conclude  that  for  the  reasons  above  given  the  plain- 
tifEs'  complaint  must  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 


N.  T.  CITY  COURT 

Maoaulby  agt.  Thb  Bbombll  and  Babkley  Fbintino 

Company. 

Antwer — Denial  ofaBegoHonsin  the  complaint,  how  may  be  made. 

In  an  action  against  a  corporation,  an  answer  yerifled  by  its  treasarer 
denying  upon  information  and  belief,  each  and  every  allegation  of  tho 
complaint,  except  the  allegation  of  the  defendant's  incorporation  is  in 
accordance  with  the  present  practice  and  creates  a  triable  issue  of  fact, 
which  must  be  disposed  of  by  a  trial  in  the  regular  way. 

Special  Term^  JuLy^  1884. 

McAdam,  J, —  The  answer,  ^^upon  information  and  belief, 
denies  each  and  every  allegation  of  the  complaint,  except  the 
allegation  of  the  defendant's  incorporation."  The  plainti£E 
moves  for  judgment  upon  the  ground  that  the  answer  is  shadi 
and  frivolous.  The  answer  is  verified  bj  the  treasurer  of  the 
corporation,  and  cannot  be  stricken  out  as  sham  (45  N.  7., 
281,  468).  It  is  said  to  be  frivolous  because  a  corporation 
cannot  deny  an  allegation  "upon  information  and  belief." 
The  case  of  Shearmcm  agt.  The  JSTew  York  Central  Mills 
(1  AVb.  Pr,y  187),  decided  under  the  old  Code,  is  relied  on 
by  the  plaintiff  as  an  authority  against  the  sufficiency  of  the 
answer.  It  is  said  in  that  case  that  "a  corporation  is  an 
artificial  being  which  from  its  nature  can  have  no  knowledge 
or  belief  on  any  subject,  independent  of  the  knowledge  or 
belief  of  its  agents.  It  is  a  mere  legal  entity;  it  neither 
knows  nor  thinks."  Exactly  so.  But  the  officers  and  agents 
of  the  corporation  must  verify  the  answer  and  must,  under 
the  new  Code,  do  so  truthfully  under  the  pain  and  penalty 
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of  a  possible  prosecution  for  perjury.  The  cajse  cited  intended 
to  hold  a  corporation  to  the  strict  form  of  denial  required 
(under  similar  circumstances)  from  a  natural  person.  It  did 
not  intend  to  discriminate  against  corporations  nor  to  require 
from  them  any  different  form  of  plea  than  the  Code  requires 
from  individuals.  Testing  that  case  by  this  rule,  and  applying 
the  decisions  under  the  new  Code  to  the  form  of  the  answer, 
it  must  be  held  good  {See  59  How,  Pr.^  206  ;  5  Abb,  N.  (7., 
88,  90 ;  6  JJim,  18).  Under  these  decisions  the  person  veri- 
fying  the  pleading  « is  permitted  in  a  great  measure  to  impress 
upon  the  pleading  the  operation  of  his  mind,"  that  he  may 
make  the  verification  conscientiously.  In  the  light  of  these 
cases  the  form  of  denial  used  in  the  answer,  though  ^^  upon 
information  and  belief,"  is  in  accordance  with  the  present 
practice  and  creates  a  triable  issue  of  fact,  which  must  be  dis- 
posed of  by  a  trial  in  the  regular  way.  It  follows  that  the 
motion  for  judgment  must  be  denied.    Ko  costs. 


SUPKEME  COUKT. 

Louis  Windmuller  and  others  agt.  Dodgb  &  Sinolaib. 

Aiuignmmt^'WhenwW,  he  set  aside. 

In  a  general  assignment  by  a  partnership  a  preference  of  an  individual 
creditor  of  one  partner  invalidates  the  whole  deed;  at  least,  when 
alterations  in  the  books  of  the  firm  clearly  indicate  a  fraudulent  intent 

Special  Term^  May^  1884. 

Thb  firm  of  Dodge  &  Sinclair  made  a  general  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  on  the  28th  day  of  November, 
1882,  with  liabilities  of  about  $150,000,  and  assets  of  about 
$50,000. 

An  action  was  commenced  by  Louis  Windmuller  and  others 
by  creditors'  bill,  to  set  aside  the  assignment  on  the  ground 
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that  a  preference  of  the  mother  of  Sinclair,  one  of  the 
assignors  contained  in  the  assignment,  was  fraudnlent  and 
nullified  the  whole  deed. 

Francis  LauUm  and  William  H.  Amoux^  for  plaintiffii. 

RichcMrd  8,  Newoomhe  and  Albevt  CardozOy  for  defendants. 

Van  Beunt,  «/.  —  I  regret  to  be  compelled  to  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  assignment  in  this  case  cannot  be  sustained. 

That  Walter  S.  Sinclair  was  indebted  to  his  mother  for  the 
amount  of  the  preference  mentioned  in  the  assignment  seems 
to  be  reasonably  established;  but  it  does  not  at  all  appear  that 
such  money  was  expended  by  him  in  the  business  in  which  he 
was  engaged,  or  that  such  debt  was  assumed  at  the  time  of  the 
formation  of  the  firm  of  W.  S.  Sinclair  &  Co.  His  business 
debts  were  assumed  by  that  fiml,  and  as  such  were  entered  in 
the  books  of  the  concern,  but  his  individual  debts  do  not  appear 
to  have  been  assumed,  and  it  seems  to  be  reasonably  certain 
that  some  of  this  money,  loaned  by  his  mother  to  him,  at  least, 
was  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  his  individual  debts. 

The  fact  that  alterations  were  made  in  the  books  in  the 
manner  in  which  they  appear,  indicates  beyond  question  a 
fraudulent  intent.  It  was  an  attempt  to  impose  upon  those 
who  should  examine  the  books  of  the  firm,  and  to  mak^  their 
books  appear  to  show  transactions  which  were  entirely  differ- 
ent from  the  truth.  This  circumstance  seems  to  be  of  so 
grave  a  character  as  to  stamp  the  whole  transaction  with  sus- 
picion that  has  not  by  any  means  been  removed  by  the  testi- 
mony offered. 

I  have  been  led  irresistibly  to  the  conclusion  that  Walter  8. 
Sinclair  had  applied  a  large  amount  of  this  money  received 
from  his  mother  to  his  own  individual  uses,  and  that  a  con- 
siderable amount  of  this  money  had  been  received  and 
expended  prior  to  the  formation  of  the  new  firm,  and  which 
had  never  been  assumed  by  the  new  firm.  The  books  of  the 
firm  were  altered    for  the   purpose  of  bringing  within  the 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  255 


Powers  agt.  Hogan. 


liability  of  the  firm  such  debts,  in  order  that  they  might  be 
preferred  in  the  afisignment  which  was  then  being  contem- 
plated.   Snch  being  the  facts,  I  see  no  way  in  which  the 
assignment  can  be  sustained. 
Judgment  accordingly. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Waltbb  Powbbs  agt.  Isabella  Y.  Hogan. 

Mechanist  Uen — When  recovery  can  be  had  upon  a  qtianium  meruit — When 

notice  and  demand  necessary. 

In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mechanic's  lien,  where  there  has  been'  an 
abandonment  of  the  contract  by  defendant,  it  is  not  necessary  for 
plaintiff  in  order  to  recover  upon  a  quantum  meruit  to  show  legal 
excuse  for  not  fuUy  performing  the  contract,  nor,  where  the  time  fixed 
by  the  contract  for  its  performance  has  been  waived,  to  notify  the 
defendant  of  his  intention  and  demand  performance  upon  his  part 
within  a  reasonable  time. 

General  Temij  June^  1884. 

Before  Larbemobe,  Yak  Hoesen  cmd  Beaoh,  JJ. 

Labbemobe,  J. —  This  action  was  brought  to  foreclose  a 
mechanic's  lien,  filed  October  13, 1880,  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff for  $12,810,  upon  certain  premises  in  the  citj  of  New 
York  owned  by  the  defendant.  All  the  issues  were  heard 
and  decided  by  a  referee  appointed  for  that  purpose,  from 
whose  rulitigs  and  decision  this  appeal  is  taken.  The  referee 
found  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint, 
but  decided  that  as  it  appeared  that  the  contract  in  suit  had 
not  been  fully  performed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  he  had  not 
shown  a  sufficient  legal  excuse  for  abandoning  it,  no  recovery 
could  be  had  upon  a  quantum  meruit.  That  as  the  time  fixed 
by  the  contract  for  its  performance  had  been  waived,  the 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  notify  the  defendant  of  his  intention, 
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and  demand  performance  upon  his  part  within  reasonable 
time.  This  precise  point  was  decided  in  Xawson  agt.  Ilogan 
(93  N.  P.,  39)  where  a  contract  similar  in  character  in  relation 
to  the  same  premises  was  in  dispute. 

Bat  this  case  presents  another  feature  both  distinctive  and 
conclusive.  The  referee  has  found,  among  other  reasons,  that 
the  plaintiff  failed  to  perform  on  account  of  the  refusal  of 
tlie  defendant  to  allow  him  to  continue  his  work ;  that  he 
continued  in  its  performance  according  to  directions  until 
September  8,  1880,  when  he  was  stopped  and  forbidden  to 
further  complete  the  same  by  Hogan,  who  acted  therein  bj 
the  authority  of  the  defendant. 

If  these  facts  be  true,  and  there  is  evidence  to  support  them, 
there  was  an  abandonment  of  the  contract  by  the  defendant, 
and  the  rule  in  Lawson  agt.  Ho^am,  is  not  applicable.  Neither 
notice  nor  demand  was  necessary  upon  such  a  refusal  of 
performance. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  reversed  and  a  new 
trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  abide  event. 

Van  Hoesen  and  Beaoh,  JJ.,  concurred. 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

The  People,  respondent,  agt.  William    A.    Hooghkibe, 

impleaded,  appellant. 

Orminal  lato^Tridl jurors--  Arson -^Evideriee--  Qfde  of  Criminal  Pro- 
eedwre,  «0c«km«  288,  ^OS^,^^— Effect  of  the proviaionB  qf  section  \m  as  to 
evidence  of  accomplices. 

The  right  of  a  defendant  to  challenge  the  body  of  the  grand  jury  because 
irregularly  or  defectively  constituted  no  longer  exists;  he  can  raise  no 
objection  except  to  individual  Jurors  under  section  289  of  the  Code  of 
Criminal  Procedure. 

On  a  trial  for  arson  in  the  third  degree,  two  accomplices  swore  that 
defendant  was  to  and  did  purchase  cheap  horses  to  be  exchanged  for 
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more  valuable  ones  before  the  fire.  Several  witnesses  testified  to  selling 
cheap  horses  to  defendant,  and  one  S.  swore  to  the  exchange  of  horses 
being  made.  The  court  refused  to  charge  that  there  was  no  evidence 
to  corroborate  the  accomplices: 

EMt  no -error.  The  rule  now  embodied  in  the  statute  (Me.  599,  (Mb 
Grim,  Proc.\  Is  substantially  the  rule  which,  before  the  statute,  courts 
Were  in  the  habit  of  stating  to  the  jury  for  their  guidance,  but  neither 
the  doctrine  hitherto  declared  by  courts  nor  the  rule  embodied  in  the 
statute,,  requires  that  the  whole  case  should  be  proved  outside  of  the 
testimony  of  the  accomplice. 

Evidence- of  the  defendant  on  cross-examination  in  such  cases  with  refer- 
ence to  his  connection  with  other  fires  and  with  insurance  on  other 
property  burned,  is  admissible  dn  the  ^discretion  of  the  court  as  affect- 
ing his  credibility. 

June  Temif  1884. 

S.  J.  Meegcm,  aad  JEdwin  C<ywntryman^  for  appellant. 

ly.Cady  Herrick^  difitrict  attomdy,  for  respondents. 

Andrews,  J.  —  The  indictment  against  the  defendant 
Hooghkirk  was  found  at  the  court  of  sessions,  Albany  county, 
at  the  September  term,  1883,  by^  grand  jury  selected  in  pur- 
suance of  chapter  533,  Laws  of  1881.  Before  the  jury  was 
Bwom^or  impanneled,  the  defendant,  who,  prior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  term,  had  been  committed  to  answer  to  any 
indictment  that  might  be  found  against  him  thereat,  filed  in 
open  court  a  written  protest  or  objection,  under  oath,  against 
the  swearing,  organization  or  recognition  by  the  court  of  the 
persons  summoned  ad  grand  jurors,  or  of  any  of  them  as  a 
grand  jury,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not  drawn  or  sum- 
moned as  required  by  law.  The  same  facts  in  support  of  the 
objection  were  presented  as  in  the  Petrea  case  (92  If,  J"., 
128).  The  question  is  the  same  as  was  considered  and  determ- 
ined in  that  case,  except  as  it  is  affected  by  the  consideraticm 
that  in  this  case  the  objection  was  raised  before  indictment^ 
and  before  the  grand  jury  had  been  organized. 

In  the  Petrea  ease  it  was  held  that  upon  the  facts  proved 
and  offered  to  be  proved,  the  act  of  1881  was  unconstitutional 
Vol.  LXVn       33 
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in  80  far  as  it  provided  for  the  selection  of  grand  jnrors  for 
Albany  county,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  a  local  bill  for  the 
selection  of  grand  jnrors,  and  as  such  within  the  prohibition 
of  article  3,  section  18  of  the  state  constitution,  which  pro- 
hibits the  passage  of  a  local  bill  for  ^^  selecting,  etc,  or 
impanneling  grand  or  petit  jnrors."  But  the  court  further 
decided  that  a  defendant  might,  nevertheless,  be  lawfully  put 
upon  his  trial  upon  an  indictment  found  by  a  grand  jury 
selected  under  the  act;  that  no  constitutional  right  of  the 
defendant  was  thereby  ii^vaded ;  that  the  right  of  the  defend- 
ant to  raise  the  objection  was  a  matter  of  procedure,  subject 
to  the  control  of  the  legislature,  and  that  the  objection  was 
not  one  which,  by  the  new  procedure  in  criminal  cases,  could 
be  taken  by  a  defendant  after  indictment.  The  only  question 
now  open  on  this  appeal,  upon  this  branch  of  the  case,  is 
whether,  under  the  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure,  a  defendant 
held  to  ansiver  a  criminal  charge,  may,  on  the  return  of  the 
grand  jury  list,  and  before  indictment,  take  the  objection 
which,  under  the  decision  in  the  Petrea  caae^  he  would  be 
precluded  from  taking  after  indictment.  If  the  case  permits 
this  discrimination,  the  objection  must  prevail,  otherwise  the 
case  is  governed  by  our  former  decision.  By  section  238,  a 
challenge  to  the  panel  or  any  of  the  grand  jurors  is  prohibited, 
but  the  section  authorizes  the  court  in  its  discretion  to  dis- 
charge the  panel  for  cicuses  specified,  and  among  others  "that 
the  requisite  number*  of  ballots  was  not  drawn  from  the  grand 
jury  box  of  the  county."  Section  239  authorizes  a  challenge 
to  be  interposed  to  an  individual  grand  juror  for  certain  speci- 
fied causes.  Taking  the  two  sections  together,  it  seems  to  be 
quite  evident  that  section  238  was  intended  to  confer  upon 
the  court  a  discretionary  power  to  discharge  the  panel  to  be 
exercised  upon  its  own  volition,  and  in  view  of  all  the  circum- 
stances, while  section  289  was  intended  to  secure  to  an  accused 
person  the  right  to  purge  the  panel  of  one  or  more  particular 
grand  jurors  who  might  be  objectionable,  for  bias  or  other 
Bpecified  cause. 
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The  power  conferred  by  section  238  is  in  the  general  inter- 
est of  public  justice;  that  conferred  by  section  239  is  in 
the  particular  and  special  interest  of  the  person  accused. 
The  objection  interposed  to  the  panel  in  this  case  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  was  in  the  nature  of  a  challenge  to  the 
array,  and  the  right  of  a  defendant  to  challenge  the  body  of 
the  grand  jury  because  irregularly  or  defectively  constituted, 
no  longer  exists,  and  we  find  no  provision  of  law  permitting 
a  defendant  to  raise  any  objection  to  the  grand  jury,  except 
an  objection  to  individual  jurors  under  section  239.  We 
think  the  objection  of  the  defendant  to  the  grand  jury  was 
properly  overruled.  It  may  not  be  out  of  place,  however,  to 
express  the  opinion  that  the  court,  except  for  the  fact  that  the 
grand  jury  which  found  the  indictment  in  this  case,  although 
selected  and  organized  after  the  decision  in  the  Petrea  case, 
was  selected  before  the  board  of  supervisors  had  an  opportunity 
to  prepare  a  grand  jury  list  in  conformity  with  the  general 
kw,  might  very  properly,  on  its  own  motion,  have  discharged 
the  panel. 

It  is  very  unseemly  that  grand  juries  should  continue  to 
be  selected  under  the  act  of  1880,  after  that  law  has  been 
declared  unconstitutional,  and  the  omission  of  the  board  of 
supervisors  to  perform  the  plain  duty  of  preparing  a  proper  • 
grand  jury  list  ought  not  to  be  longer  tolerated. 

The  other  questions  arise  upon  exceptions  taken  on  the  > 
trial.    The  principal  one  is  an  exception  on  behalf  of  the 
prisoner  to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  charge  that  there  was  , 
no  evidence  tending  to  corroborate  the  testimony  of  the  wit-  . 
nesses  Jones  and  Nugent,  who  concededly  by  their  own  . 
confession  were  accomplices  of  the  defendant  in  the  commis- 
sion of  the  crime  charged  in  the  indictment.    The  general 
facts  relating  to  the  alleged  crime,  as  testified  to  by  the 
accomplices,  are  that  on  and  prior  to  January  2, 1883,  Jones 
was  lessee  of  a  stable  in  the  city  of  Albany,  and  had  procured 
an  insurance  of  $500  on  horses  and  property  therein,  which, 
at  the  suggestion  of  Hooghkirk,  he  increased  to  $1,000,  with 
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the  understandlDg  that  Nngent  was  to  fire  the  bam,  for 
which  he  was  to  receive  $100,  and  that  the  insurance  monej 
should  be  divided  between  Jones  and  Hooghkirk.  It  was  a 
part  of  the  arrangement  that  Hooghkirk  shonld  buy  some 
cheap  horses  to  be  put  in  the  stable  in  place  of  other  more 
valuable  horses  to  be  removed  before  the  fire.  The  fire 
occurred  Tuesday,  January  2,  1883,  at  about  12.50  a.  il 
Monday  or  Tuesday  evening  before  the  fire  Hooghkirk,  as 
iNugent  testifies,  brought  two  cheap  horses  to  a  point  near  the 
stable,  and  then  exchanged  them  for  two  other  horses  belong- 
ing to  Hooghkirk,  which  Nugent  and  one  Strevell,  by  the 
direction  of  Jones,  had  taken  from  the  stable,  and  the  horses 
received  from  Hooghkirk  were  taken  back  to  the  stable  and 
were,  burned  in  the  fire.  One  or  two  other  cheap  horses 
were,  as  the  accomplices  testify,  also  purchased  by  Hoogh- 
kirk shortly  before  the  fire  and  placed  in  the  stable.  It  is  not 
.claimed  that  Hooghkirk  either  set  the  fire  or  was  present 
.when  it  was  set.  The  evidence  is  that  it  was  set  by  Nugent, 
who  admitted  the  fact. 

The  evidence  contained  in  the  record  goes  into  great  detail, 
but,it  is.  unnecessary  for  the  present  purpose  to  refer  more 
particukrly  to  the  evidence  of  the  accomplices.  It  is  suffi- 
cient to  state  that  if  their  testimony  is  true,  there  can  be  no 
question  of  the  guilt  of  the  defendant.  On  the  other  hand, 
if  their  testimony  is  excluded  from  the  case,  it  is  not  probable 
that,  he  could  have  been  convicted,  although  circumstances 
would  remain  calculated  to  excite  grave  suspicion.  Chris- 
topher Ferns  testified  he  sold  a  horse  to  Hooghkirk  in 
December  before  the  fire  for  fifteen  dollars,  and  delivered  it 
within  a  few  days,  and  JHooghkirk  testified  that  it  was  delivered 
New  Tears  night.  John  Emzart  testified  to  the  sale  of  a 
horse  to  Hooghkirk  two  or  three  days  before  New  Tears  for 
fifteen  dollars,  and  to  its  delivery  either  Sunday  or  Monday  night 
J[)efore  the  fire.  George  .Brown  testified  to  a  like  sale  a  few 
"days  before  New  Tears  for  ten  dollars,  and  that  the  horse  was 
delivered  .to  Hooghkirk.  on  Sunday  or  Monday  night  before 
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the  fire.  John  Feizenbanm  testified  that  the  defendant 
Hooghkirk,  abont  January  1, 1883,  in  the  evening,  brought 
to  his  place  about  a  mile  and  a-half  from  Albany,  two  bay 
horses,  with  collars  and  blankets,  and  left  them  with  him  a 
few  days  and  then  took  them  away.  John  Strevell  testified 
he  worked  for  Jones  at  the  time  of  the  fire ;  that  on  Monday 
evening,  the  night  of  the  fire,  he  went  to  the  stable  and  found 
Jones  and  Hooghkirk  there ;  that  Jones  brought  out  two  bay 
korses  and  asked  him  to  go  and  help  Nugent  exchauge  them ; 
that  they  went  with  them  to  Washington  avenue  (about  a 
block  distant  from  the  stable)  and  met  Hooghkirk  there  in  a 
carriage,  with  two  other  horses,  which  were  exchanged  for  the 
bay  horses,  which  Hooghkirk  took  away,  and  that  the  witness 
and  Nugent  took  the  two  horses  received  from  him  to  the  stable ; 
that  he  asked  Jones  what  he  was  doing ;  that  Jones  said,  "  if  I 
(Strevell)  would  keep  still  he  would  give  me  fifty  dollars,"  and 
further,  "  I  did  not  want  his  fifty  dollars,  or  know  anything 
about  his  business,  and  I  went  home." 

Nugent  testified  that  when  he  saw  Strevell  coming,  Jones 
was  throwing  the  straw  around  the  bam  fioor ;  that  he  told 
Jones  that  Strevell  was  coming,  and  '^  Jones  catched  the  lamp 
and  blew  it  out ; "  that  Jones  said  to  Strevell,  "  you  keep 
BtiD,  and  I  will  give  you  fifty  dollars  and  a  suit  of  clothes ; "  that 
Strevell  said  '^  he  didn't  want  no  fifty  dollars,  and  didnH  want 
to  know  nothing  of  his  business." 

It  further  appeared  that  the  property  in  the  barn  was  insured 
for  $1,000.  The  policy  was  put  in  evidence,  and  it  was  proved 
that  the  insurance  company  paid  the  loss.  Hooghkirk  testi- 
fied that  the  policy  at  one  time  was  in  his  possession,  but  that 
it  was  given  to  him  after  the  fire  to  secure  a  loan,  and  that 
Jones,  on  some  pretense,  obtained  it  from  him,  and  that  he 
received  no  part  of  the  insurance  money. 

The  statute  {Code  of  Grim.  Proc.^  see.  399)  declares  that 
"a  conviction  cannot  be  had  upon  the  testimony  of  an 
accomplice  unless  he  is  corroborated  by  such  other  evidence 
as  leads  to  connect  the  defendant  with  the  commission  of  the 
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crime,  and  the  corroboration  is  not  sufficient  if  it  merely 
shows  the  commission  of  the  crime  or  the  circumstancos 
thereof.  Prior  to  the  statute  the  role  in  this  state  permitted 
the  jury  to  convict  a  defendant  upon  the  uncorroborated  tes- 
timony of  an  accomplice  {Pecfple  agt.  CosteUoj  1  Denioy  8.3), 
but  it  was  the  uniform  custom  of  judges  to  advise  the  jnry 
that  the  evidence  of  the  accomplice  should  be  received  with 
great  caution,  and  it  rarely  happened  that  a  conviction  was 
had  upon  his  unsupported  evidence.  The  rale  now  embodied 
in  the  statute  is  substantially  the  rule  which,  before  the 
statute,  courts  were  in  the  habit  of  stating  to.  the  jury  for  their 
guidance,  although,  as  has  been  said,  it  was  not  inforced  as  a 
rule  of  law.  It  is  plain  that  independently  of  the  statutory  rale, 
corroborative  evidence  to  have  any  value  most  be  evidence 
from  an  independent  source  of  some  material  fact  tending  to 
show  not  only  that  the  crime  had  been  committed,  but  that 
the  defendant  was  implicated  in  it,  and  such  is  the  doctrine  of 
the  best  considered  cases.  But  neither  the  doctrine  hitherto 
declared  by  the  courts,  nor  the  rule  embodied  in  the  statute 
requires  that  the  whole  case  should  be  proved  outside  of  the 
testimony  of  the  accomplice.  Such  a  rule  would  render  the 
testimony  of  an  accomplice  in  most  cases,  unnecessary  and 
would  defeat  the  policy  of  the  kw  which  permits  the  use  of 
accomplices  as  witnesses  in  aid  of,  and  in  the  interest  of  pub- 
lic justice. 

We  think  there  was  evidence  in  this  case  tending  to  con- 
nect the  defendant  with  the  commission  of  crime  charged 
against  him,  independently  of  the  testimony  of  Jones  and 
Nugent.  The  evidence  of  Strevell  as  to  what  took  place  at 
the  barn  in  connection  with  the  subsequent  fire,  leads  to  an 
inference  of  an  incendiary  burning.  Indeed  this  is  the  only 
reasonable  inference  from  the  conduct  of  Jones  in  attempting 
to  bribe  Strevell  to  keep  silence,  interpreted  in  connection 
with  the  mysterious  exchange  of  horses,  the  fire  and  the 
insurance.  The  connection  of  Hooghkirk  with  the  felony  is 
not  directly  shown  by  testimony  independent  of  the  accom- 
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plices.  But  he  is  shown  by  Strevell  to  have  been  in  the  imme- 
diate vicinity  of  the  stable  shortly  before  the  fire,  engaged  in 
the  exchange  of  horses  nnder  suspicions  circumstances.  The 
fact  that  he  purchased  cheap  horses,  which  were  delivered  to 
him  on  Sunday  or  Monday  evening,  is  established  by  the  tes- 
timony of  independent  witnesses,  and  is  indeed  admitted  by 
Hooghkirk,  and  the  jury  may  well  have  discredited  his  expla- 
nation of  these  transactions.  The  testimony  of  Feigenbanm 
that  Hooghkirk  brought  the  bay  horses  to  his  place  on  the 
night  of  the  fire,  or  about  that  time,  confirms  Strevell  in  part 
of  his  story,  and  closely  connects  Hooghkirk  with  the  transac- 
tion of  the  night  of  the  fire.  It  cannot,  we  think,  be  doubted  that 
the  circumstances  proved  outside  of  the  testimony  of  the 
accomplices  show  such  a  relation  between  Jones  and  the  defend- 
ant, and  such  a  sequence  of  events  as  to  justify  the  inference 
not  only  that  the  crime  of  arson  was  committed,  but  that 
Hooghkirk  was  accessory  to  it.  The  claim  that  Strevell  was 
himself  an  accomplice,  was  properly  left  to  the  jury.  The 
transactions  he  testifies  to  may  have  aroused,  and  probably  did 
arouse,  his  suspicions,  but  it  is  quite  evident  that  he  was  not 
an  original  party  to  the  scheme  for  huming  the  bam,  and  it 
was  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether,  when  the  transactions 
testified  to  occurred,  he  had  any  guilty  knowledge  of  the 
impending  crime.  The  declaration  of  Jones  to  Nugent,  in  the 
absence  of  Hooghkirk,  to  the  effect  that  the  latter  was  engaged 
"  in  the  business  of  burning  bams,''  was  coupled  with  the  fur- 
ther declaration  that  he  told  Hooghkirk  "  what  Jones  said." 

The  court  replied  to  the  motion  to  strike  out  this  evidence 
by  saying :  "  I  will  retain  it  for  the  present.  Your  motion  is 
good  unless  it  is  connected  in -some  way."  There  was  no  sub- 
sequent motion  made  by  the  defendant  in  respect  to  this  evi- 
dence. When  the  motion  was  made  it  appeared  that  the 
remark  of  Jones  was  communicated  by  Nugent  to  the  defend- 
ant, and  the  exception  to  the  disposition  of  the  motion  at  that 
time  was  not  well  taken. 

The  questions  put  to  Hooghkirk  in  his  cross-examination 
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with  reference  to  his  connection  with  other  fires  and  with 
insurance  on  other  property  bnmed,  were  admissible  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court  as  affecting  his  credibility,  within  the  cases 
People  agt.  Casey  (72  If.  JT.,  393) ;  People  agt.  Woelke  (94  id. 
137  ) ;  People  agt.  Irving  {MS.). 

There  are  no  (Jther  questions  requiring  notice.  "We  find  no 
error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment  should  therefore  be 
affirmed. 


SUPREME  COTJET. 
Ansok  p.  K.  Sapfobd  agt.  Chables  T.  Snedeeeb. 

Complaint— Aimoer — Demwrrer^Ti^hen  plainiiff  may  demur  to  armoer'^ 
Demurrer  to  eourUer-eiaim^  ^ohen  dtfendant  demands  an  e^ffirmative  judg^ 
ment—  Code  qf  Gml  Procedure,  sections  494,  495,  496, 601. 

The  complaint  alleged  that  on  a  certain  date  defendant,  by  means  of 
fraudulent  representations,  obtained  money  from  plaintiff  and  gave  him 
an  instrument  in  writing,  which  was  set  forth,  and  continued  in  the 
ordinary  form  of  a  complaint  in  an  action  for  fraud.  Defendant 
pleaded  as  a  defense  that  plaintiff,  at  about  the  tinie  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, agreed  to  carry  on  business  with  defendant  and  furnish  the  latter 
with  $2,000  working  capital,  and  in  consideration  thereof  defendant 
agreed  to  become  responsible  for  the  amount  stated  in  the  complaint, 
and  executed  a  paper  similar  to  the  one  pleaded  by  plaintiff;  that  plain- 
tiff had  failed  to  furnish  the  amount  aforesaid  and  perform  his  contract 
In  a  separate  defense  defendant  pleaded  the  same  matter  by  way  of 
counter-claim  and  demanded  affirmatiye  relief.  Plaintiff  demurred  to 
the  defense  as  insufficient,  in  law  upon  the  face  thereof,  and  to  the 
counter-claim  as  insufficient  in  law  upon  the  face  thereof,  and  upon  the 
further  ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action: 

£kld,  that  the-demurrer  to  the  counter-claim  should  be  orerruled,  but  as 
to  the  defense-it; should  be  upheld. 

A  demurrer  to  a. counter-claim  must  specify  the  objections  to  the  counter- 
claim, otherwise  it  may  be  disregarded. 

Ifew  York  Special  Terrrij  May,  1884. 

Demijbreb  to  answer. 

PlaintifPs  complaint  alleged  that  on  a  certain  date  defend- 
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ant,  by  means  of  frandalent  representations,  obtained  money 
from  plaintiff  and  gave  him  an  instrument  in  writing,  which 
was  set  forth  and  continued  in  the  ordinary  form  of  a  com- 
plaint in  an  action  for  fraud.  Defendant  pleaded  as  a  defense 
that  plahitLS,  at  about  the  time  alleged  in  the  complaint,  agreed 
to  carry  on  business  with  defendant  and  furnish  the  latter 
with  $2,000  working  capital,  and  in  consideration  thereof 
defendant  agreed  to  become  responsible  for  the  amount  stated 
in  the  complaint,  and  executed  a  paper  similar  to  the  one 
pleaded  by  plaintiff ;  that  plaintiff  had  failed  to  furnish  the 
amount  aforesaid  and  perform  his  contract.  In  a  separate 
defense  defendant  pleaded  the  same  matter  by  way  of  counter- 
claim and  demanded  affirmative  relief.  Plaintiff  demurred  to 
the  defense  as  insufficient  in  law  upon  the  face  thereof,  and  to 
the  counter-claim  as  insufficient  in  law  upon  the  face  thereof, 
and  upon  the  further  ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts  suf- 
ficient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

Oswald  Prentiss  Backus^  for  plaintiff : 

I.  Admitting  that  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  do  all  that  defend- 
ant alleges  that  he  did,  the  moment  plaintiff  discovered  that 
defendant's  representations,  by  which  plaintiff  was  induced  to 
enter  into  the  contract,  were  false,  he  was  no  longef  obliged  to 
fulfill  his  part  of  the  contract.    Defendant's  fraud  vitiated 

the  contract. 

« 

II.  The  counter-claim  does  not  ^^  arise  out  of  the  transaction 
set  forth  in  the  complaint  as  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's 
claim,  neither  is  it  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action. 
The  subject  of  the  action  is  fraud,  of  the  counter-claim,  con- 
tract. The  transaction  pleaded  by  plaintiff  consists  of  fraudu- 
lent representations  —  that  related  by  defendant  an  agreement 
to  enter  into  business.  The  counter-claim  could  not  in  the 
nature  of  things  arise  out  of  the  transaction  which  is  the 
foundation  of  plaintiff's  claim  {Code^  sec.  601 ;  People  agt. 
Dennisan  et  al.y  84  N.  T.y  272). 

in.  The  demurrer  is  sufficiently  explicit.    Section  494  oi 
Vol.  LXVII        »4 
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the  Code  allows  of  a  demurrer  to  a  counter-claim  upon  the 
ground  that  it  is  insufficient  in  law  upon  the  face  thereof.  A 
failure  to  specify  the  particular  defect  under  section  495, 
subdivision  4,  is  amendable  under  Code,  section  723.  An 
amendment  to  a  demurrer  may  be  granted  by  inserting  a  new 
ground  of  demurrer  even  after  the  case  has  been  argued  and 
submitted,  provided,  a  hearing  on  the  amendment  is  allowed 
{Pomesheik  Co.  agt.  Cass  Co.y  Sup.  Ct.  of  lowa^  18  NoriJkr 
Western  ^.,  895).  If  necessary  an  amendment  should  bo 
granted  inserting  the  ground  of  demurrer  specified  in  subdi- 
vision 4  of  section  495  of  the  Code. 

Z.  Laflin  E^Zogg^  for  defendant. 

Van  Vobst,  J. —  The  plaintiff  demurs  to  the  defendant's 
counter-claun  under  section  494,  and  the  fifth  subdivision 
of  section  495  of  the  Code.  I  do  not  think  that  the 
objections  are  well  taken,  for  the  matter  pleaded  is  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  Upon  the  argument 
of  the  demurrer  the  principal  ground  of  objection  urged  was 
that  the  cause  of  action  disclosed  by  the  counter-claim  did  not 
arise  out  of  the  transaction  set  forth  in  the  complaint  as  the 
foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  and  was  not  connected  with 
the  subject  of  the  action.  But  no  such  objection  to  the  pleading 
was  raised  by  the  plaintiff's  demurrer.  It  is  a  distinct  ground 
of  demurrer  under  the  Code,  that  the  counter-claim  does  not 
disclose  a  cause  of  action  arising  out  of  the  contract  or  trans- 
action set  forth  in  the  complaint  as  the  foundation  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim,  or  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action 
{Sec,  495,  avhd.  4;  sec.  501,  svbd.  1).  And  section  496  pi*o- 
vides  that  the  demurrer  must  specify  the  objections  to  the 
counter-claim,  otherwise  it  may  be  disregarded.  As  the  objec- 
tions {^ised  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  counterclaim  are  very 
technical,  he  must  be  held  strictly  to  the  letter  of  the  law  to 
prevail  in  his  contention.    In  this  he  has  failed. 

The  matter  pleaded  in  the  third  defense  is  insufficient  in 
statement  to  constitute  an  answer  to  the  action,  and  in  so  far 
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as  it  is  concerned  the  demorrer  is  sustained.  Bat  that  defense 
becomes  a  part  of  the  counter-claim  which  latter  adopts  it. 
The  demurrer  to  the  counter-claim  is  overruled,  but  as  to  the 
defense  it  is  upheld.  The  plaintiff  is  however  at  liberty  to 
withdraw  his  demurrer  to  the  counter-claim  and  to  reply  to 
the  same,  and  the  defendant  may  amend  his  third  defense. 
As  neither  party  has  wholly  succeeded,  neither  is  entitled  to 

OOBtS. 


N.  T.  CITY  COXIKT.   . 
Fatbiok  H.  Smith  agt.  Hbnby  Baitm. 

Athmei/'s  U&n^  To  what  extent,  and  Juno  er^fareed—  Oode  cf  OMl  ^nh 

eedure,  section  66. 

From  the  commencement  of  an  action  the  attorney  has  a  lion  upon  his 
client's  cause  of  action,  which  attaches  to  a  verdict,  report,  decision  or 
judgment  in  his  client's  favor,  and  the  proceeds  thereof  in  whosoever 
hands  they  come,  and  cannot  be  affected  by  any  settlement  between 
the  parties  before  or  after  Judgment. 

A  settlement,  after  issue  Joined,  had  between  the  parties,  although  con- 
clusive as  to  them,  in  no  way  affects  the  attorney,  who  may  proceed 
in  the  action  as  if  no  settlement  had  been  made. 

But  the  lien  cannot  be  enforced  upon  a  mere  motion  to  compel  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  plaintiff's  attorney  his  taxable  costs  by  awarding 
a  Judgment  therefor. 

An  application  by  "plaintiff's  attorney"  for  an  order  directing  the 
defendant  to  pay  '*  his  costs  and  counsel  fee,"  or  that  he  have  Judg- 
ment therefor,  is  not  warranted  by  the  practice. 

Special  Tenriy  JtUy,  1884. 

Justus  Palmer^  for  motion. 

c/i  B,  ZeaviUj  opposed. 

Mc  Adam,  G.  J. —  The  claim  in  suit  belonged  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  he  and  the  defendant  had  the  right  to  meet,  compro- 
mise and  adjust  it,  and  so  far  as  the  plaintiff  is  concerned,  the 
settlement  is  conclusive.    As  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  a 
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different  question  arises.  From  the  commencement  of  an 
action  the  attorney  has  a  lien  npon  his  client's  cause  of  action, 
which  attaches  to  a  verdict,  report,  decision  or  judgment  in  his 
client's  favor,  and  the  proceeds  thereof,  in  whosesoever  hand 
they  come ;  and  cannot  be  affected  by  any  settlement  between 
the  parties  before  or  after  judgment  {Code^  sec.  66).  The 
settlement  liad  between  the  parties  hereto,  although  conclusivo 
as  to  them,  in  no  way  affects  the  attorney,  who  may  proceed 
in  the  action  as  if  no  settlement  had  been  made.  Issue  has 
been  joined  and  the  settlement  has  not  been  pleaded  in  defense, 
80  that  there  is  nothing  upon  the  record  indicating  that  such 
a  result  has  been  reached.  The  action  may  therefore  proceed 
in  the  ordinary  way  {Foremun  agt.  Edwards^  14  Weekly  Dig,^ 
408 ;  TuUia  agt.  Buehnell,  65  Ebw.  Pr.^  465). 

If  a  settlement  has  been  effected,  the  parties  made  it  with 
knowledge  of  the  law  which  gave  the  attorney  a  lien  upon  the 
cause  of  action  and  the  power  to  enforce  it,  and  they  cannot 
complain  if  he  insists  upon  his  right  to  do  so.    But  the  lien 
cannot  be  enforced  upon  a  mere  motion,  like  0ie  present,  to 
compel  the  defendant  to  pay  the  plaintiff's  attoriNBV  his  tax- 
able costs  by  awarding  a  judgment  therefor.    The  lansyrer  is 
substantially  a  general  denial,  and  puts  in  issue  the  ex'^Btence 
of  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action.    The  defendant  is  entitf>^  to 
have  this  issue  tried  by  a  jury  before  he  can  be  mulctedV  '^"^ 
costs.    How  far  the  amount  paid  in  settlement  may  be  take^ 
as  an  admission  of  indebtedness  must  be  determined  at  the!<- 
trial.     If  the  jury  find  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  cause  of  action 
there  will  be  nothing  to  which  the  lien  of  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  can  attach.    If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  jury  find  for 
the  plaintiff,  the  lien  of  his  attorney  will  attach  to  the  verdict 
and  the  judgment  entered  upon  it.    The  amount  of  the  lien 
will  presumptively,  but  not  necessarily,  be  the  amount  of  the 
taxable  costs  {TvUts  agt.  BuahneU^  supraj  and  cases  sited). 
If  the  plaintiff's  attorney  claims  more,  the  amount  may  be 
determined  by  the  court  and  the  attorney  allowed  to  enforce 
the  judgment  to  the  sum  fixed. 
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If  a  settlement  is  made  before  issue  joined,  and  is  pleaded 
as  a  defense  {Beimer  agt.  Doerge^  61  How.  Pr.^  142),  the 
plaintifPs  attorney  should  move  for  leave  to  prosecute  the 
action  to  judgment  in  enforcement  of  his  lien,  and  thus  avoid 
the  defense  which,  so  far  as  the  lien  is  concerned,  is  unaffected 
by  the  settlement  {Code^  sec.  66).  Such  a  motion  would  in 
all  probability  be  granted  unless  the  defendant  consented  to 
discharge  the  lien  by  payment.  A  defendant  who  has  made 
a  settlement  pending  suit  may,  no  doubt,  apply  to  have  the 
amount  of  the  attome/s  lien  determineJ,  with  a  direction 
that  upon  payment  thereof  the  action  be  discontinued.  The 
question  of  the  manner  of  enforcing  the  lien  of  the  attorney 
arises  in  so  many  different  ways,  and  presents  so  many  dif- 
ferent phases,  that  it  is  difficult  It  timL  to  apply  the  iling 
made  in  one  case  to  another  arising  under  different  circum- 
stances {See  note  to  10  AVb.  N',  C,  391).  It  is  clear,  however, 
that  the  application  of  the  "  plaintiff's  attorney  "  for  an  order 
directing  the  defendant  to  pay  "  his  costs  and  counsel  fee," 
or  that  he  have  judgment  therefor,  is  not  warranted  by  the 
practice,  and  must  be  denied,  but  without  costs. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Saba  Goldberg,  respondent,  agt.  D.  Bobebts,  impleaded, 

&c.,  appellant. 

ExaminaMon  of  advene  paHy  before  trial—When  order  for  should  be 
granted  —  Chde  of  GvmJL  Procedure,  section  872,  subdimsion  4. 

A  plaintiff  in  an  action  has  the  right,  under  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
to  an  order  for  the  examination  of  one  of  two  defendants,  to  prove  a 
!  copartnership  between  the  defendants. 

General  Tenny  May,  1884, 

Before  C.  P.  Dalt,  O.  J. ;  Labremoee  and  Beaoh,  JJ. 
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Charles  Belly  for  appellant. 

Walter  M.  BasebauUj  for  respondent. 

Bbaoh,  J.  —  The  plaintiff  was  granted  by  the  court  below 
an  order  for  the  examination  of  the  defendant  appellant,  for 
the  alleged  purpose  of  proving  a  copartnership  between  the 
defendants,  and  that  the  defendant  Morse  acted  bj  their 
authority  when  contracting  with  the  plaintiff  for  her  services. 
The  order  was  affirmed  by  the  general  term  of  the  city  court 
and  an  appeal  taken  to  this  court. 

There  has  been  most  frequent  expression  of  judicial  opinion 
upon  the  scope  of  the  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
giving  this  right,  and  the  cases  where  an  order  for  the  examin- 
ation of  an  adverse  party  should  be  granted. 

In  this  court  the  order  has  been  held  proper  in  any  case 
where  a  biU  of  discovery  would  have  been  upheld  in  equity 
{Schepmoea  agt.  Bouasony  52  How-  Pr.j  701 ;  Phomix  agt. 
Dupvy,  7  2?%,  238 ;  2  AU.  [_N.  8.\  146).  Whether  or  not 
this  restriction  should  be  applied  under  the  existing  statute  is 
questionable  {Brisbane  agt.  Brisbane^  27  Stipr,  Ct,  -ff.,  48). 

The  testimony  sought  must  be  material  and  necessary  for 
the  party  making  such  application,  or  the  prosecution  and 
defense  of  such  action  {pode  Civ.  Prc^  see.  872,  sicbd.  4).  In 
this  case  the  fact  of  partnership  between  the  defendants  must 
be  proved  by  the  plaintiff  to  make  out  her  cause  of  action. 
It  is  material  and  necessazy  to  the  prosecution  of  her  case, 
and  her  effort  to  establish  it  by  the  defendant's  testimony  does 
not  indicate  any  desire  or  intent  to  discover  what  may  be 
matter  of  defense. 

In  my  opinion  a  bill  of  discovery  could  have  been  main- 
tained for  the  same  object.  It  was  well  said  by  the  learned 
chief  justice:  ''In  equity  a  party  was  allowed  to  discover 
from  his  adversary  any  matter  which  was  material  to  the  estab- 
lishment of  his  cause  of  action,  *  *  *  and  it  was  no 
answer  to  the  application  that  the  other  party  might  be 
examined  as  a  witness  upon  the  trial,  for  the  one  filing  the  bill 
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was  not  bound  to  call  him  as  a  witness  on  the  trial,  but  might 
have  a  discovery  previously  from  him  as  a  party  "  {Phcenia 
agt.  Dv/puy^  sxipra^  a/nd  cases  dted^jp.  157). 

The  order  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs  and  disbursements. 

0.  P.  Daly,  C.  J.,  and  Labbeuobb,  J.,  concurred. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Javb  E.  Gabbibon  agt  Wilson  Gabbison  and  Gustavb 

Hankook. 

EuGENB  B.  Gabbibon  agt.  Samb. 

LovBLBTTB  B.  Gabbison  agt.  Samb. 

(Ma  €f  Oivil  Proeedttre,  seetiani  788,  1082, 1278—  Offer  qf  judgment  fly  one 
of  several  joint  debtors  or  pc^rtners  wUL  not  Imd  the  osiers. 

There  is  no  statutory  authority  allowing  one  Joint  debtor  or  partner  to 
make  an  offer  of  Judgment  in  behalf  of  his  Joint  debtor  or  copartner. 
"  The  Uke  offer,"  as  used  in  section  788,  of  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
means  that  Judgment  must  be  taken  against  him  who  makes  the  offer 
if  separate  Judgment  can  be  taken. 

Section  1932  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  allowing  Judgments  to  be 
entered  in  form  against  both  Joint  debtors  when  only  one  is  served,  does 
not  relate  to  Judgments  entered  upon  offers. 

SoJienectady  Special  Termy  JwnCj  1884. 

Thb  defendants  above  named  are  copartners.  The  plaintiff 
Jane  E.  Garrison  is  the  wife  of  the  defendant  Wilson  Gar- 
rison, and  the  plaintiffs  Engene  B.  Garrison  and  Lovelette  B. 
Garrison,  are  sons  of  the  plaintiff  Jane  E.  Ghirrison  and  the 
defendant  Garrison.  On  the  6th  day  of  Jnne,  1884,  the 
plaintiffs  each  commenced  an  action  in  the  supreme  court, 
entitled  against  the  defendants,  by  the  service  of  a  summons 
and  complaint  upon  the  defendant  Wilson  Garrison  only. 
On  the  same  day  the  defendant  Garrison  retained  an  attorney, 
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who  served  upon  the  plaintiffs'  attorney,  offers  in  writing  duly 
verified  by  said  attorney,  by  which  he  offered  to  let  the  plain- 
tiffs take  judgments  against  both  defendants  for  the  full 
amount  claimed  in  each  case ;  said  offers  being  signed  by  the 
attorney  making  said  offers,  as  the  attorney  for  the  defendant 
Garrison. 

The  offers  were  accepted  and  judgments  entered  in  Mont- 
gomery county  clerk's  office  on  the  8th  day  of  June,  1884,  in 
favor  of  each  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendants.  The 
defendant  Hannock  was  not  served  with  a  summons  or  other 
process,  and  was  in  the  same  town  at  his  place  of  business  on 
said  6th  day  of  June,  1884.  The  defendant  Hannock  moved  at 
special  term  to  set  aside  said  judgments  upon  the  grounds  of 
irregularity  and  collusion. 

Richard  Peck^  for  defendant  Hannock. 

Oeorge  B.  White^  for  plaintiffs. 

Landon,  J. —  Section  738,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  provides 
that  the  defendant  may  before  trial  serve  npon  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  a  written  offer  to  allow  judgment  to  be  taken 
against  him. 

If  there  are  two  or  more  defendants  and  the  action  can  be 
severed,  a  like  offer  may  be  made  by  one  or  more  defendants 
against  whom  a  separate  judgment  may  be  taken.  What  is 
^^the  like  offer  f^"^  Clearly,  that  judgment  may  be  taken 
against  him  who  makes  the  offer,  if  separai^  judgment  can  be 
taken.  There  is  no  statutory  authority  allowing  one  joint 
debtor  or  partner  to  make  an  offer  in  behalf  of  his  joint 
debtor  or  copartner. 

Section  1932,  allowing  judgment  to  be  entered  in  form 
against  both  joint  debtors  when  only  one  is  served,  does  not 
relate  to  judgments  entered  upon  offers.  Section  1278  relates 
to  confessions  of  judgment,  not  to  offers.  The  common-law 
power  of  one  copartner  to  act  as  the  agent  of  the  firm  is 
limited  to  the  ordinary  business  of  the  firm  {Mabhett  agt. 
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Whitej  12  If.  T.y  442).  The  offer  made  in  this  case  involvei 
a  question  of  statutory  practice.  The  statute  does  not  allow  it 
The  judgments  entered  against  both  defendants  must  there- 
fore be  vacated  and  the  same  orders  in  the  other  cases,  with 
costs  (See  Tripp  agt.  Sanders,  59  How.,  379 ;  Bumey  agt. 
Le  Gal,  19  Ba^h.^  592 ;  Bredenbecker  agt.  Mason,  16  Hov>.y 
203 ;  ^vereon  agt.  Oehrma/n  e^  al^  10  Mow.,  801). 


■  N.  T.  SUPEEIOE  COUKT. 
MgGean,  &c.,  appellant,  agt.  MaoKsllsb  et  ei^y  respondents. 

Undertakingt  an  appeal — When  may  he  given  by  eorporaUon—WJien  not  to 
be  accepted -^Code  of  CwU  Procedure;  section  1826. 

Where  a  plaintiff,  desiring  to  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals,  presents  aa 
undertaking  executed  by  a  oorporation  claiming  authority  under  chapter 

*  486,  Laws  of  1881,  to  guaranty  the  fulfillment  of  the  conditions  of 
undertakings  on  appeal,  he  should  himself  execute  the  undertaking. 

Although  the  company  guarantying  the  fulfillment  of  the  conditions  of 
the  undertaking  may  be  in  the  condition  described  in  section  8,  it  is- the 
duty  of  the  Judge  in  each  particular  case  to  exercise  his  discretion  as  to 
whether  the  actual  state  of  the  company's  business  justifies  the  i^proval 
of  the  undertaking.    Such  approval  is  entirely  in  his  discretion. 

Special  Term,  A'ugvst,  1884. 

O'QoRMAN,  J. — The  plaintifE  desiring  to  appeal  to  the  court 
of  appeals,  presents  for  my  approval  an  undertaking  executed 
by  a  coi-poration  claiming  authority  under  chapter  486,  Laws 
of  1881,  to  guaranty  the  fulfillment  of  the  conditions  of  under- 
takings on  appeal.  The  counsel  for  the  respondent  objects  to 
the  undertaking  of  this  corporation,  as  now  offered,  on  tha 
grounds: 

FirsU  Because  it  is  not  given  by  the  appellant. 

Second,  Because  the  examination  of  the  secretary  of  the  cor- 
paration  does  not  show  that  its  liabilities  do  not  exceed  its  assets.. 

Vol.  LXVn        86 
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The  first  of  these  objections  should,  in  my  opinion,  be  sus- 
tained. The  appellant  himself  should  execute  the  undertak- 
ing on  appeal,  and  his  undertaking  may,  according  to  the 
provisions  of  section  1,  chapter  486,  Laws  of  1881,  bo  accepted 
hy  the  oflScer  on  .whom  is  imposed  the  duty  of  approving  of 
such  undertakings,  ^'  whenever  the  conditions  of  such  under- 
taking are  guaranteed  by  the  corporation." 

The  provisions  of  section  811  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure do  not  seem  to  me  to  apply  to  cases  of  this  kind. 

The  second  and  more  important  objection  is,  whether  on  the 
evidence  before  me  in  this  case,  and  in  the  exercise  of  the 
Judicial  discretion  which  in  each  case  it  is  my  duty  to  exercise, 
I  should  approve  of  the  undertaking  offered,  as  a  sufficient 
<x>mpliance  with  section  1326  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

By  section  1  of  the  act  of  1881,  above  referred  to,  provision 
is  made  for  justification  on  the  part  of  the  company,  through 
its  officers,  as  required  by  law  of  other  sureties.  It  is  pro- 
vided by  section  2  that  the  guaranty  of  any  such  company 
■dall  not  be  accepted  whenever  its  liabilities  shall  exceed  its 
assets,  as  ascertained  in  the  manner  provided  in  section  3  of 
the  act.  The  "  manner  provided  "  in  section  3  is  that  the  out- 
standing indebtedness  shall  be  charged  as  liabilities. 

Following  this  manner  of  ascertaining  the  liabilities  of  the 
company,  and  in  strict  and  technical  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  said  sections  2  and  3,  the  secretary  had  stated  figures 
showing  a  surplus  of  assets  in  the  company  of  $105,122.29. 

It  is  in  evidence,  however,  that  this  company  has  been  in 
the  habit,  not  only  of  guaranteeing  bonds  and  undertakings  on 
appeal  and  the  fidelty  of  public  and.  private  officers,  but  has 
also  issued  policies  of  insurance  against  accidents  endangering 
human  life,  against  breakages  of  plate  glass,  against  explosions 
of  boilers,  &c. ;  and  how  many  of  such  policies  have  been 
issued  and  are  now  in  force,  and  what  is  the  aggregate  amount 
of  risks  thus  incuri*ed  and  the  amount  of  liabilities  therefor, 
the  secretary  in  his  examination  was  unable  to  state,  and  I  am 
not  informed. 
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In  the  case  of  EaHe  agt.  Eaaie^  decided  by  the  general 
term  of  this  court,  in  which  case  the  questions  now  before  me 
were  considered,  the  court  says :  "  Although  the  company 
may  be  in  the  condition  described  in  section  3,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  judge  in  each  particular  case  to  exercise  his  discretion 
as  to  whether  the  actual  state  of  the  company's  business 
justifies  the  approval  of  the  undertaking.'' 

Following  that  rule,  in  the  propriety  of  which  I  concurred, 
I  find  myself  in  this  particular  case  without  sufficient  informa- 
tion as  to  the  actual  state  of  the  company's  business,  and 
therefore  unable  to  approve  of  their  undertaking. 


CITY  COUET  OF  NEW  YORK. 

Moses  Stsatjs  agt.  Emil  Ej&sas. 

Arreit —Order  qf,  wnder  subdmsian  4,  section  549,  Code  of  Gml  Procedure— 
When  rmtet  be  vaccUed—  Qmiplaint  must  be  presented  toUh  motion  for  tke  . 
a/rrest. 

In  an  action  upon  contract  the  imperative  requirement  is,  that  it  must  be 
aUeged  in  the  coniplaint  that  the  def enidant  was  guilty  of  fraud. 

Where  there  is  no  complaint  presented  with  the  motion  for  the  arrest, 
and  the  affidavits  do  not  aver  what  the  allegations  of  the  complaint 
were,  the  order  of  arrest  will  be  vacated. 

Special  Term^  Jtmey  1884. 

Hyatt,  J, —  This  is  a  motion  to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest 
herein,  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no  complaint  presented 
with  the  motion  for  the  arrest,  and  that  the  affidavits  did  not 
aver  what  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  were.     Although  ^ 
there  is  no  proof  before  the  court  that  there  was  no  complaint,  [ 
yet  it  was  conceded  upon  the  argument  that  there  was  none. 
Subdivision  4  of  section  549,  Code  of  Qivil  Procedure  provides 
that  an  order  of  arrest  may  issue  in  an  action  ^^  on  contract, 
where  it  is  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  the  defendant  was  . 
guilty  of  a  fraud  in  contracting  the  liability."    The  language 
of  the  law  is  clear  and  unqualified ;  its  imperative  requirement  - 


S76  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORXa 

Btraus  agt  Kreis. 

is,  that  it  must  be  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  the  defendant 
was  guilty  of  fraud.  This  has  been  directly  decided  by  the 
general  term  of  the  superior  court  of  New  York  city  in  the 
case  of  Lawrence  agt.  Foxwell  (4  N.  Y.  Civ.  Pro.  jB.,  361). 

The  provision  is  an  exceptional  one,  but  it  is  possible  that 
in  view  of  the  notorious  fact,  that  the  right  to  an  order  of 
arrest  was  most  frequently  abused  in  cases  embraced  in  subdi- 
vision 4,  of  section  549,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  the  legis- 
lature determined  to  require  this  additional  safeguard  in  this 
class  of  cases ;  but  whatever  may  have  been  the  motive,  the 
language  is  free  from  doubt  and  the  absence  of  the  complaint 
or  of  aj£davits  averring  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  is 
fatal  to  the  order  of  arrest. 

I  am  not  unmindful  of  the  case  of  G^Shea  agt.  Kohn^ 
(decided  at  the  general  term,  New  York  supreme  court,  first 
department,  May  29,  1884),  wherein  the  court  affirmed  an 
order  denying  a  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest.  The 
learned  justice,  writing  the  opinion  of  the  court  says,  '^  the 
motion  was  made  because  of  the  alleged  insufficiency  of  the 
affidavits  on  which  the  order  was  founded,"  and  after  showing 
the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavits  he  states  that  ^^  when  the  com- 
plaint shall  be  served,  allegations  containing  statements  of 
these  facts'will  set  forth  a  cause  of  action  for  the  fraudulent 
purchase  of  the  plaintiffs  property,  and  the  right  to  damages 
for  its  value." 

Assuming  the  facts  of  that  case  to  be  similar  to  those  con- 
stituting the  ease  at  bar,  yet  it  does  not  appear  in  the  said 
opinion  that  the  question  here  at  issue  was  raised  or  considered. 
The  sufficiency  of  the  affidavits  having  been  there  determined, 
it  would  seem  that  the  further  statement  recited  in  the  opinion 
was  obiter y  and  whatever  may  be  the  natural  inference  to  be 
drawn  therefrom,  it  cannot  bring  the  decision  within  the  doc- 
trine of  stare  decisiSy  as  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar. 
'  It  follows  that  the  motion  will  be  granted,  upon  condition 
however  that  the  defendant  stipulates  not  to  sue  for  damages 
.arising  out  of  the  order  of  arrest. 
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STJPEEME  COUET. 

The  People  on  the  Belation  of  the  Walkill  Valley 
Bailboad  Oompaky  agt.  Nathan  Keatob  et  al.y  assessors, 
&e.y  of  the  town  of  Eosendale. 

The  Same  agt.  Abeam  P.  Keatob  et  al.^  assessors,  &c.,  of  the 

town  of  Kosenclale. 

BaibroadM  —  Taxation  of — BaM»  of  assessmerU — JEhidenee  of  value —  Gffr- 

ticrari  to  review  assessment. 

In  estimating  the  value  of  railroad  property  within  the  town,  the  assessors 
are  not  to  be  governed  solely  by  its  costs,  but  rather,  though  not  exclu- 
sively, by  its  productiveness  for  railroad  purposes. 

The  value  of  railroad  property  must  almost  entirely  depend  upon  its 
capacity  to  earn  money  for  its  owners.  It  should  be  valued  as  a  part 
of  a  whole,  a  continuous  way  to  carry  passengers  and  freight  from  one 
commercial  business  point  to  another,  and  the  profit  of  its  use  for  that 
purpose. 

Upon  a  trial  upon  an  issue  raised  upon  cerHorari,  to  review  an  assessment 
on  railroad  property,  as  excessive  as  compared  with  the  valuation  of 
other  property  in  this  town,  where  it  was  made  to  appear  that  while 
the  property  in  the  town  other  than  the  railroad  property  had  not  been 
assessed  or  valued  at  a  greater  sum  than  forty  per  cent  of  its  actual 
value,  computed  as  the  statute  requires  it  to  be  computed,  while  such 
railroad  property  had  been  valued  and  assessed  at  its  full  actual  value: 

Meld,  that  the  valuation  of  the  railroad  property  should  be  reduced  sixty 
per  cent 

On  certiorari  to  review  an  assessment,  costs  will  not  be  awarded  against 
the  assessors,  unless  it  is  found  that  the  assessors  have  acted  in  bad 
faith  in  making  such  assessment. 

Uhter  Special  Temiy  May^  1884. 

Csbtiobabis  to  review  assessments  of  the  relator's  real 
estate  in  the  town  of  Eosendale  in  the  years  1880  and  1881. 

Pet^  Cantine^  8.  L.  Stehhms  and  K  Z.  Wes^ook,  for 
relati)r. 

A.  T.  Clearwater  and  J.  V.  V.  Eenyon^  for  respondents. 
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Wkstbeook,  J.  —  The  real  estate  of  the  relator  in  the  town 
of  Kosendale  waa  valaed  upon  the  assessment-roll  of  the 
town  in  the  year  1880  at  $62,000,  and  in  the  year  1881  at 
$70,000.  Claiming  that  such  valnations  were  excessive  as 
compared  with  the  valuations  of  the  other  property  in  the 
town,  the  relator  by  writs  of  certiorari  asks  that  such  assess- 
ments be  reviewed  and  corrected. 

The  statutes  of  this  state  (2  B.  S.  [7ih  ed.\  994,  sec.  8) 
have,  in  prescribing  the  form  of  the  oath  which  the  assessors 
must  append  to  their  assessment-roll  upon  the  completion  of 
the  assessment,  declared  the  rule  which  is  to  be  observed  by 
them  in  their  valuations  of.  real  estate  for  the  purposes  of 
taxation.  Those  statutes  require  them  to  swear  that  they 
^'  have  estimated  the  value  of  the  said  real  estate  at  the  sums 
which  a  majority  of  the  assessors  have  decided  to  be  the  full 
and  true  value  thereof,  and  at  which  they  would  appraise  the 
same  in  payment  of  a  just  debt  due  from  a  solvent  debtor." 

In  complying  with  this  provision  of  the  law,  as  a  railroad 
property  cannot  as  a  dwelling  have  any  fancy  value  by  reason 
of  its  location  or  the  expenditure  thereon  of  large  sums  of 
money  which  would  conduce  to  the  comfort  of  the  owner,  it 
is  evident  that  the  assessors  in  fixing  its  value  must  be  very 
largely  controlled  by  its  ability  to  earn  money,  and  the  pro- 
ductiveness of  its  use  for  the  purposes  of  a  railroad.  As  an 
original  question  it  would  seem  to  be  reasonably  clear  that 
the  value  of  railroad  property  must  almost  entirely  depend 
upon  its  capacity  to  earn  money  for  its  owners,  and  that  there- 
fore no  creditor  would  receive  from  a  solvent  debtor  in  pay- 
ment of  his  debt,  railroad  property  at  a  greater  price  than 
that  which  would  be  a  fair  one  based  upon  its  earning  capacity. 

It  is  not.  however,  necessary  to  argue  this  as  an  original 
question,  as  in  the  case  of  The  People  ex  rel.  Ogdensburg  and 
Lake  Chanvplain  Sailroad  Company  agt.  Pond  (13  Abb,  I/l 
C,  1),  this  court  held  that  "the  taxable  value  of  a  railroad  should 
not  be  determined  alone  by  the  long  narrow  strip  of  land  for 
farming  or  any  other  purpose,  except  its  use  for  the  bed  of  a  rail- 
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road.  !Nor  should  the  portion  of  a  railroad  situated  in  a  partic- 
ular town  be  estimated  by  the  cost  of  any  expensive  rock  cut  or 
quicksand  filling,  or  a  long  tunnel  located  in  that  town.  It  should 
be  valued  as  a  part  of  a  whole,  a  continuous  way  to  carry  pas- 
sengers and  freight  from  one  commercial  business  point  to 
another,  and  the  profits  of  its  use  for  that  purpose." 

This  principle  must  have  been  concurred  in  by  the  court  of 
appeals  (92  iT.  Y.j  643),  because  that  court,  when  the  case 
came  before  it  for  review,  dismissed  the  appeal  on  "  the  ground 
that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  authorize  the  supreme 
court  to  exercise  its  discretionary  power,"  wliich  conclusion 
that  court  could  not  have  reached,  if,  in  its  opinion,  the 
supreme  court  had  adopted  a  wrong  legal  principle  in  estimat- 
ing the  value  of  the  railroad  {See  in  this  connection  The 
People  ex  rel.y  <&c,y  agt.  Barkery  48  Jf.  Y.y  70,  77). 

With  this  rule  as  the  guide  to  determine  the  value  of  the 
real  estate  owned  by  the  relator,  it  is  apparent  that  the  cost  of 
the  structure  of  the  relator  in  the  town  of  Bosendale,  and  the 
expensive  bridge  which  spans  the  Kondout  creek  within  its 
limits,  has  veiy  little,  if  anything,  to  do  with  the  valuation  of 
its  property  by  the  assessors  of  such  town.  Indeed,  a  large 
expenditure  of  money  through  a  town  in  the  construction  of 
a  railroad  made  necess^yby  bridges,  excavations  and  fillings, 
rather  depreciates  than  adds  to  its  value  for  railroad  purposes, 
because  the  necessary  repairs  to  a  structure,  largely  composed 
of  bridges,  cuts  and  fills,  must  be  considerably  in  excess  of 
those  required  upon  a  railroad  track  running  over  a  level 
country,  in  which  there  is  comparatively  little  of  bridging, 
excavating  and  filling.  In  determining  then  the  value  of  the 
real  estate  of  the  relator  in  the  town  of  Bosendale,  the  rule 
adopted  by  this  court,  both  at  special  and  general  terms,  and 
confirmed  by  the  court  of  appeals,  will  be  followed. 

The  total  length  of  the  railroad  of  the  relator  in  the  town 
of  Rosendale,  is  7.3520-10,000  miles,  which  to  make  the  gross 
valuation  of  the  assessors,  must  have  been  valued  at  a  sum  of 
between  $9,000  and  $10,000  per  mile. 
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The  length  of  the  entire  road  of  the  relator,  extending  from 
Montgomery  in  the  county  of  Orange,  to  the  city  of  Kingston, 
in  the  county  of  Ulster,  is  thirty-three  miles. 

The  gross  earnings  of  such  road  from  September  30,  1878, 
to  September  30,  1879,  were  $85,012.14;  its  operating 
expenses  during  the  same  period  were  $60,766.69;  its  taxes 
were  $9,822.31,  leaving  its  net  earnings  during  that  period 
$14,423.14.  From  September  30,  1879,  to  September  30, 
1880,  its  gross  earnings  were  $100,760:43;  its  opemting 
expenses  were  $70,37t>.74;  its  taxes  were  $9,050.98;  and  its 
net  earnings  were  $21,332.71.  From  September  30,  1880  to 
September  30,  1881,  its  gross  earnings  were  $103,877.68 ;  its 
operating  expenses  were  $83,453.29 ;  its  taxes  were  $10,145. 16; 
and  its  net  earnings  $10,279.23. 

The  average  earnings  per  year  during  the  three  years  were 
$15,345.02,  or  thereabouts,  which  would  be  equivalent  to  six 
per  cent  interest  upon  a  capital  of  about  $255,750,  or  to  five 
per  cent  upon  a  capital  of  about  $306,900.  It  would  seem 
that  five  per  cent  is  not  an  unreasonable  rate  of  interest  to  be 
obtained  from  an  investment  in  a  railroad  property,  and  to 
produce  that  revenue  to  the  owners  the  property  of  the 
relator  should  not  be  valued  at  a  greater- or  higher  sum  than 
at  the  rate  of  about  $9,300  per  mile, which  is  a  sum  considerably 
larger  than  the  value  placed  upon  it  by  the  expert  witnesses 
examined  in  behalf  of  the  relator,:and  a  good  deal  less  than  its 
estimated  value  by  the  testimony  produced  on  the  part  of  the 
respondents.  From  the  data  and  figures  above  given,  which 
seem  to  me  to  be  better  and  safer  guides  to  the  value  of  the 
property  than  the  opinions  of  witnesses,  or  sales  of  property 
under  peculiar  circumstances,  it  would  appear  that  the  prop- 
erty of  the  relator  in  the  town  of  Bosendale  has  not  been 
overvalued,  and  therefore  if  the  only  error  complained  of  was 
an  excessive  valuation  put  upon  its  property,  the  relator  would 
have  no  just  cause  of  complaint.  It  claims,  however,  that 
while  its  property  has  been  valued  at  a  sum  equal  to  its  entire 
and  actual  value,  the  same  rule  of  valuation  has  not  been 
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applied  to  the  other  property  in  the  town.    Is  this  claim  by 
the  relator  just  ? 

In  the  consideration  of  this  question  great  difficulty  has 
been  experienced,  and  after  a  careful  examination  of  the 
voluminous  testimony  given  upon  these  proceedings,  it  is 
difficult  to  reach  a  satisfactory  conclusion  as  to  the  rule  which 
the  assessors  have  adopted  in  making  up  their  assessment. 
We  have,  however,  some  general  facts  which  throw  more  or 
less  light  upon  that  question,  and  they  are  these : 

JFtrst  In  the  year  1880  there  was  no  personal  property 
assessed  in  the  town  of  Eosendale.  In  the  year  1881  the  total 
of  personal  property  assessed  in  such  town  was  $5,300,  and  in 
1882  the  total  amount  of  personal  property  assessed  was  only 
$800.  It  would  seem  to  be  almost  incredible  that  in  a  town 
in  which  there  are  many  valuable  farms,  large  cement  manu- 
facturing establishments,  numerous  stores  and  hotels  and 
many  well  furnished  dwelling-houses,  that  there  was  no  per- 
sonal property  liable  to  be  taxed  during  one  year  and  so  incon- 
siderable an  amount  during  two  other  years. 

SecoTid,  The  valuation  of  the  property  of  two  corporations, 
to  wit :  The  Wallkill  Valley  Bailroad  Company  and  the  Dela- 
ware and  Hudson  Canal  Company,  is  between  one-third  and 
one-half  of  the  entire  property  of  the  town.    . 

Third.  The  records  of  the  county  clerk's  office  of  the  county 
of  Ulster  show  sales  of  real  property  in  the  town  from  1878  to 
1881  aggregating  about  the  sum  of  $47,575.75.  These  prop- 
erties were  valued  upon  the  assessment-roll  of  the  year  1880 
at  $12,950,  and  in  1881  at  $11,725. 

J^ourth.  Tenertient  houses  belonging  to  William  Campbell 
are  valued  upon  the  roll  of  1880  at  $600  and  of  1881  at  $650. 
This  property  is  insured  for  the  sum  of  $2,900  and  its  rental 
is  $456  per  year.  Premises  belonging  to  George  B.  Elting 
are  valued  at  $550  upon  the  roll  of  1880  and  at  $700  upon 
that  of  1881.  These  premises  have  been  mortgaged  to  secure 
the  sum  of  $1,500  and  are  worth  about  double  that  amount. 
A  house  and  premises  belonging  to  Lewis  C.  Bowen  worth 
Vol.  LXVn        86 
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from  $3,000  to  $4,000  are  valued  on  the  roll  of  1880  at  $550 
and  upon  that  of  1881  at  $450.  A  house  and  premises  belong- 
ing to  Calvin  Keator  worth  in  the  neighborhood  of  $2,000 
and  mortgaged  for  $1,000,  are  valued  upon  the  roll  of  1880  at 
$400,  and  upon  that  of  1881  at  $450.  The -property  of 
Abram  Sammons,  consisting  of  a  large  hotel  building,  a  black- 
smith shop,  a  large  barn,  a  shed,  a  three-story  brick  building, 
and  a  frame  dwelling-house,  worth  at  least  from  $10,000  to 
$12,000,  and  mortgaged  for  the  sum  of  $5,500,  and  insured 
for  $5,000,  are  valued  upon  the  roll  of  1880  at  $2,500,  and 
1881  at  $2,400. 

It  is  worthy  of  note  in  connection  with  this  property  that 
Kathan  Keator,  one  of  the  assessors  of  the  town  of  Kosendale, 
gave  a  certificate  when  an  application  was  made  for  a  loan 
that  a  part  of  this  property  was  worth  $12,000. 

The  house  and  premises  of  Dr.  Simon  Schoonmaker,  worth 
about  $3,000  or  more,  are  valued  in  1880  at  $600  and  in  1881 
at  $500.  The  premises  of  James  E.  Deyo,  consisting  of  a 
farm  of  140  acres,  100  of  which  are  under  cultivation  and 
sixty  acres  bottom  lands  of  the  Walkill,  with  buildings,  upon 
which  there  is  an  insurance  of  $2,500,  is  valued  upon  the  assess- 
ment-roll at  $3,250.  A  farm  of  Peter  E.  Snyder,  consisting 
of  101  acres  of  land,  seventy-five  of  which  are  cleared,  and 
twenty-six,  consisting  of  timber,  with  buildings  thereon^  which 
are  insured  for  $1,200,  is  valued  upon'  the  assessment-roll  of 

1880  at  $1,900,  and  upon  that  of  1881  at  $1,800.  A  farm  of 
Kathan  Keator,  consisting  of  128  acres,  and  to  extinguish  a 
dower  right  in  which  he  paid  to  his  mother  the  sum  of  $6,500, 
was  assessed  upon  the  roll  of  1880  at  $3,000  and  upon  that  of 

1881  at  $2,800.  A  farm  of  John  V.  James,  consisting  of  100 
acres  and  actually  sold  in  the  year  1880  at  $6,500,  was  assessed 
upon  the  assessment-roll  of  1880  at  $2,000,  and  upon  that  of 
1881  at  $1,200.  The  property  of  Conrad  Schinnen,  consist- 
ing of  a  three-story  brick  hotel  in  the  village  of  Bosendale,  a 
frame  building  in  which  there  are  two  stores,  with  six  vacant 
lots  adjoining  the  hotel  of  equal  size  and  value,  three  of  which 
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lots  were  after  the  asseBBinent  sold  for  $2,000,  is  yalued  upon 
the  roll  at  the  sam  of  $1,800. 

It  is  impossible,  however,  to  take  each  piece  of  property  in 
detail  and  criticise  the  assessment  made  thereon.  Those  which 
have  been  given  have  been  selected  at  random  as  showing 
fairly  the  rate  of  valuation  adopted  in  making  assessments. 

In  reaching  the  conclusion  that  the  property  in  the  town 
other  than  that  of  the  relator  and  the  Delaware  and  Hudson 
Canal  Company,  has  not  been  valued  at  a  sum  exceeding  forty 
per  cent  of  its  actual  value,  such  conclusion  is  believed  to  be  lib- 
eral towards  the  town,  much  more  liberal  in  fact  than  would  seem 
to  be  justified  by  some  of  the  valuations  hereinbefore  stated. 
The  fact  is,  as  is  well  known,  though  not  a  part  of  the  evidence' 
in  the  cause,  that  in  a  careful  estimate  made  of  the  whole 
property  in  the  town  of  Eosendale,  by  persons  competent  for 
that  purpose,  for  and  on  the  appeal  made  to  the  state  asses- 
sors during  the  past  year,  it  was  ascertidned  that  the  valuation 
of  the  property  upon  the  assessment-rolls  of  the  town  of  Bosen. 
dale,  apart  and  separate  from  that  owned  by  the  relator  and 
the  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Company  aforesaid,  was  not 
to  exceed  thirty-six  per  cent  of  its  actual  value. 

The  result  of  my  examination  of  these  cases  is,  that  as  the 
property  in  the  town  of  Eosendale,  other  than  that  belonging 
to  the  relator  and  the  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Company, 
has  not  been  assessed  or  valued  at  a  greater  sum  than  forty  per 
cent  of  its  actual  value,  computed  as  the  statute  requii^es  it  to 
be  computed,  that  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  the  relator 
should  be  reduced  sixty  per  cent. 

There  remains  one  other  question  to  be  determined,  and 
that  is  the  question  of  costs.  It  is  also  exceedingly  difficult 
to  determine  what  would  be  just  in  that  particular.  The 
general  presumption  of  law  is,  that  officers  intend  to  perform 
their  duty  honestly  and  conscientiously,  and  such  presumption 
can  only  be  overcome  by  clear  evidence.  There  are  isolated 
cases  of  valuation  upon  the  assessment-rolls  in  the  town  of 
Eosendale,  in  which  it  would  seem  to  be  difficult  to  reconcile 
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the  valnations  with  a  conscientious  discharge  of  duty  by  the 
assessors,  but  in  looking  at  the  assessment  as  a  whole,  and  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  making  up  of  the  assessment-rolls 
involved  a  diiBcult  question  of  law  for  the  assessors  to  decide, 
to-wit,  how  should  the  property  of  a  railroad  corporation  be 
valued  ?  in  determining  which  they  may  have  made  an  honest 
mistake,  I  have  deemed  it  better  and  safer  not  to  reach  the 
conclusion  that  the  assessors  acted  in  bad  faith,  and  therefore 
to  impose  upon  them  the  costs  of  these  proceedings. 

The  orders  to  be  entered  in  these  cases  will,  therefore,  be  in 
accordance  with  the  conclusion  above  announced,  without  the 
imposition  of  costs  upon  the  defendants. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Assignment  of  Henbt  Adams  and 
Pbteb  Hobhtb,  composing  the  firm  of  B.  &  H.  Adams,  to 
Edwabd  0.  Hazzabd  and  William  C.  Fenneb,  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors. 

AsstgnmerU  —  UnUguidcUed  damages  not  provdMe  againH  auigned  estate. 

An  unliquidated  daim  for  damages  is  not  provable  against  an  assigned 
estate  in  the  hands  of  assignee. 

Insolvent  proceedings  extend  only  to  such  debts  as  were  due  at  the  time 
of  the  assignment.  Such  debts  must  be  specific  and  certain  sums  of 
money  to  which  the  creditor  can  make  oath  as  being  justly  due  or  to 
become  due  at  some  specific  time;  and  unless  the  creditor,  at  the  time 
of  the  assignment,  be  able  to  produce  and  verify  such  debt,  he  will  not 
be  entitled  to  receive  from  the  assignees  his  dividend  of  the  insolvent 
effects,  nor  will  he  be  barred  from  his  future  action  against  the 
insolvent 

General  Tei^m^  June^  1884:. 

Before  0.  P.  Daly,  C.  e/".,  Labbemobb  and  Beach,  J  J. 

Hugh  Po7*ter^  for  assignee. 

ChamherSy  Boicghton  cfe  Prentisy  for  Talcott,  claimant. 
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Daly,  C.  J.  —  The  claim  of  damages  for  a  breach  of  con- 
tract was  not  provable  as  a  debt  mider  the  assignment.  It 
has  been  settled  by  a  long  series  of  decisions  that  unascer- 
tained claims  for  damages  were  not  provable  as  debts  in  pra 
ceedings  in  bankruptcy ;  that  in  claims  for  damages  arising 
from  breaches  of  contract  in  indemnity  bonds  and  other  pos- 
sible liabilities,  the  damages  must  be  ascertained  and  fixed 
before  the  act  of  bankruptcy  to  entitle  the  claim  to  be  proved 
as  a  debt  of  the  bankrupt,  imless  the  contingent  liability  is 
one  that  has  been  specifically  allowed  by  statute,  and  the  actual 
prospective  value  of  which  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  is 
capable  of  being  ascertained  by  some  mode  of  computing  or 
estimating  (Ex  parte  Marshal^  1  Mon,  <&  Ay,y  118 ;  Eb  parte 
ThomsoTiy  1  Mon.  <&  BU.^  219 ;  So  parte  Tyndaly  1  Dea.  <& 
C.y  291 ;  TeliopjaLgt.  Evarts^  1  Bam.  <&  Ad.,  698 ;  Bourman 
agt.  N^ashj  d  B.C&  (7.,  145  ;  AUwood  agt.  Partridge^  4  Bing.^ 
209 ;  Lancashire  Coal  Co.^  Mont^  27 ;  Wooly  agt.  Smithy  3 
Com.  Bench^  610). 

Formerly  in  bankruptcy  proceedings  in  England,  the  claim 
had  to  be  due  at  the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  the 
liability  upon  a  promissory  note,  not  due  until  afterwards,  was 
not  provable.  But  this  was  relaxed  by  provisions  in  subse- 
quent statutes  which  allowed  contingent  liabilities  to  be  proved; 
whei*e,  as  before  stated,  the  value  could  be  estimated,  and 
under  our  own  bankruptcy  act,  claims  for  unliquidated 
demands,  arising  out  of  any  contract  or  promise,  was  allowed ; 
but  unless,  where  changes  have  been  made  in  this  way  by 
statute,  the  rule  has  been  as  above  stated.  The  reason  of  it 
was,  as  the  bankrupt,  under  the  act  was  to  be  discharged  from 
his  debts,  the  proceeding  was  to  be  strictly  confined  to  what 
was  regarded  as  a  debt ;  and  for  the  further  reason  that  the 
creditors  whose  claims  were  ascertained  and  fixed  when  the 
bankrupt  went  into  or  was  brought  into  bankruptcy,  were 
entitled  to  share  in  the  distribution  of  his  estate  as  soon  as  it 
was  gathered  in,  and  were  not  to  be  delayed  by  claims  against 
him  sounding  in  damages,  which  it  might  take  years  to  determ- 
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ine.  It  was  said  that  the  assets  were  not  to  be  locked  up, 
pending  such  nncertain  litigations^  but  that  matters  were  to 
be  adjusted  according  to  the  relative  liabilities  of  the  bank- 
iTipt,  as  they  were  ascertained  and  known  at  the  time  of  the 
act  of  bankruptcy  and  as  his  estate  then  existed.  That  it  was 
not  proper  to  keep  the  property,  or  a  certain  part  of  it,  until 
it  was  ascertained  whether  somebody  who  had  a  daim  to 
damages,  which  it  might  take  years  to  determine,  would 
recover  any  or  not  {Hbo  parte  Ma^shaly  1  Mont,  dk  Ay.,  118). 
In  which  connection  I  may  mention  that  I  have  known  cases 
in  our  own  court  in  which  actions  for  the  recovery  of 
damages,  through  mistakes  and  new  trials,  remained  in  the 
court  for  ten  years  before  they  were  finally  determined. 

The  grounds  upon  which  unascertained  claims  of  the  nature 
of  the  one  here  presented  were  not  allowed  to  be  proved  as 
debts  in  bankruptcy,  apply  with  equal  force  in  cases  of  volun- 
tary assignments  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and  indeed  more 
so,  because  there  the  instrument  itself  provides  how,  and  to 
the  payment  of  what  debts  the  property  assigned  shall  be 
applied,  and  unless  the  assignment  is  impeachable  for  fraud, 
or  otherwise  invalid,  the  question  is  one  to  be  gathered  from 
a  fair  construction  of  the  instrument,  and  not  from  the  pro- 
visions of  any  statute  {Bishop  on  AsdgnmentSy  cJuxp.  27). 

The  assignment  is  not  set  forth  in  the  case  as  made  up,  but 
its  provisions  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  assigned  estate  is 
to  be  applied,  is  stated  in  the  defendant's  points  to  be,  as  is 
usual  in  such  instruments,  that  the  estate  is  to  be  converted 
into  money  and  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  just  debts  of 
the  assignors. 

The  question  then  is,  what  is  to  be  understood  as  debts 
within  the  intention  of  the  assignment. 

A  debt,  says  Sir  John  Cross,  in  Ec  parte  TTunmon  {Mont 
cfe  Bli.y  219),  "  is  a  demand  for  a  sum  certain ; "  and  it  is,  says 
Commissioner  Fontblangue,  in  Ho  parte  Marshal  (1  Mon;t.  <6 
Ay.,  118),  "  a  sum  actually  ascertained."  "That  there  must 
be,"  he  says,  "an  ascertained  debt,  and  not  an  unliquidated 
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demand  or  liability,  is  Bastained  by  all  the  cases,  legal  and 
equitable.  It  must  be  a  debt  existing  and  ascertained  at  the 
time  of  bankruptcy."  *  *  *  "  The  distinction,"  he 
says,  ^^  between  debt  and  damages  has  always  been  rigorously 
adhered  to." 

The  same  exposition  of  what  is  considered  a  debt  is  to  be 
found  in  our  own  cases.  It  imports,  says  chief  justice 
MoNNELL  in  Zim  agt.  Ritterman  (2  Abb.  [N.  8.\  262, 263),  a 
sum  of  money  arising  on  contract  and  not  a  mere  claim  for 
damages;  in  which  it  was  held  that  in  our  insolvent  acts  it 
does  not  extend  to  actions  where  the  damages  are  unliquidated. 

In  the  Matt&r  of  Denny  (2  HiUy  220),  which  was  a  proceed- 
ing in  this  court  under  the  insolvent  debtor's  act,  which,  as^ 
first  enacted,  allowed  the  trustees  to  sue  for  debts  or  demands, 
but  which  was  afterwards  limited  to  debts,  it  was  held  that  the 
word  demand  is  of  much  broader  import  than  the  word  debt, 
and  would  embrace  rights  of  action  belonging  to  the  debtor 
beyond  those  which  could  be  called  debts. 

In  Losee  agt.  BvUard  (54  Hov).<,  320),  where  a  stockholder 
of  a  corporation  was  sought  to  be  made  liable  under  the  sta- 
tute for  a  debt,  it  was  held  that  a  claim  for  damages  was  not 
a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

In  Kiw/pton  agt.  Bronson^  where  the  question  of  what  was 
a  debt  under  the  United  States  statute  making  treasury  notes 
a  legal  tender  for  debts,  it  was  held  that  the  voluntary  pay- 
ment of  a  specific  sum  of  money  in  discharge  of  an  obligation 
was,  within  the  meaning  of  that  statute,  the  discharge  of  a 
debt. 

In  Kennedy  agt.  Strong  (10  Johns)  it  was  held  that,  under 
the  insolvent  act,  goods  received  by  the  insolvent  as  a  factor 
or  trustee  was  not  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  the  insolvent 
act ;  that  the  insolvent's  discharge  would  in  no  way  aflfect  it, 
but  that  he  remained  equally  liable  to  be  sued  upon  it,  as  well 
after  as  before  his  discharge.  And  in  Mechanics  and  Fa/rm- 
eri  Bank  agt.  Qapron  (15  Johns.^  467)  it  was  held  that  the 
insolvent's  liability  as  indorser  of  a  promissory  note  which  was 
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not  due  at  the  time  of  his  discharge,  did  not  constitute  a  debt 
which  was  or  could  be  discharged  by  that  proceeding,  which 
extended  only  to  debts  that  were  due  at  the  time  of  the  assignr 
ment  of  the  insolvent's  estate,  or  debts  contracted  before  that 
time  and  payable  afterwards ;  that  it  was  a  general  and  well 
settled  rule  that  if  the  creditor,  at  the  time  of  the  assignment 
by  the  insolvent  debtor,  has  not  a  certain  debt  due  or  owing 
to  which  he  can  attest  by  oath,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  a  divi- 
dend of  the  insolvent's  effects,  it  is  not  embraced  in  that  pro- 
ceeding ;  and  as,  in  that  case,  the  liability  *of  the  insolvent  at 
the  time  of  the  assignment  was  merely  contingent  —  that  is, 
upon  the  non-payment  afterwards  of  the  note  by  the  maker — 
it  was  held  that  the  holder  of  the  note  was  in  no  way  affected.by 
'  the  insolvent's  discharge,  but  might  maintain  an  action  there- 
after against  him f  which  was  reaffirming  substantially  a  prior 
decision  of  chancellor  Kent  in  Frost  agt.  Carter  (1  Johns. 
CaseSy  74),  in  which  the  chancellor  (then  a  judge  of  the 
supreme  court)  held  that  the  insolvent's  proceedings  extended 
only  to  such  debts  as  were  due  at  the  time  of  the  assignment. 
That  '^  such  debts  must  be  specific  and  certain  sums  of  money 
to  which  the  creditor  can  make  oath  as  being  justly  due  or  to 
become  due  at  some  specific  time  ;<  and»  unless  4;he  creditor,  at 
the  time  of  the  assignment,  be  aisle  tq  produce  and'  verify 
such  a  debt,  he  will  not  be  entitled  -to  receive  from  the 
assignees  his  dividend  of  the  insolvent's  effects,  nor  will  he  be 
barred  from  his  future  action  against  the  insolvent."  And 
this  rule,  that  the  liability  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  must 
be  ascertained  and  fixed  at  a  sum  certain,  whether  payable 
before  or  after  the  assignment,  to  entitle  the  creditor  to  a  divi- 
dend of  the  insolvent's?  estate,  has  been  recognized  in  many 
other  cases  both  in  this  state  and  elsewhere. 

Under  the  act  (iT.  T,  Laws  of  1877,  chap.  466)  regulating 
voluntary  assignments,  the  creditor  at  the  time  specified  in  the 
notice  must  come  in  and  prove  his  claim  or  he  is  debarred 
from  participating  in  the  distribution  of  the  estate  {Kerr  agt. 
Blodget^  48  iT.  Z.,  62).     The  act  {sec.  13)  contemplates  that 
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the  creditors  shall  prove  their  claims^  and  it  is  the  practice 
to  do  this  by  affidavit. 

,  In  this  case  there  coald  be  no  compliance  with  the  mle  laid 
down  by  chancellor  Kent  in  Frost  agt.  Carter  {s^epra)^  ior 
there  was  no  debt  of  a  certain  or  specific  amount  due  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  assignment,  or  in  fact  any  debt  due 
then,  for  it  was  by  the  making  of  a  general  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors  that  Adams  &  Home  put  it  out  of  their 
power  to  perform  the  agreement  made  by  Adams  with  Talcott, 
and  it  is  this  which  Talcott  relies  upon  as  constituting  a  bre&eh 
of  the  agreement.  It  is  upon  this  that  his  claim. rests,  so  that 
the  claim  did  not  come  into  existence  imtil  after  the  assignment. 

The  referee  has  found  that  the  making  of  a  general  assign- 
ment by  R.  &  H.  Adams  and  their  consequent  inability  there- 
after to  manufacture  and  supply  Talcott  with  goods  did  not 
amount  to  a  breach  of  the  agreement.  He  has  f ound^  how- 
ever, that  Talcott  was  entitled  to  receive  for  sale  under  the 
agreement  the  goods  which  were  manufactured  and  in  the 
hands  of  B.  &  H.  Adams  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  but 
that  it  did  not  appear  that  Talcott  had  suffered  any  loss  or 
damage  by  these  goods  not  being  consigned  to  him. 

The  referee  in  his  opinion  states  generally  that  there  was 
nothing  before  him  upon  which  it  would  have  been  possible 
for  him  to  have  estimated  the  amount  of  profits  that  would  or 
might  have  been  realized  if  the  contract  had  been  fulfilled. 

That  any  estimate  on  the  facts  before  him  would  have  been 
purely  speculative  and  wanting  in  that  reasonable  certainty 
which  the  law  requires. 

This  conclusion  was,  I  think,  undoubtedly  correct,  so  far 
as  regards  the  claim  for  loss  of  profits  on  goods  to  be  manu- 
factured thereafter  and  delivered  during  the  whole  period  for  , 
which  the  agreement  was  to  run.  In  the  affidavit  of  the  claim, 
Talcott  swore  that  the  insolvent  firm  was  justly  indebted  to 
him  in  the  sum  of  $170,000,  for  damages  arising  from  the 
breach  of  the  con  tracts  but,  upon  his  examination,  through 
various  eiTors  and  mistakes,  the  amount  sworn  to  in  his  affi-- 
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davit  as  $170,000  was  reduced  by  him  to  $130,000.  The 
greater  part  of  this  claim,  as  thus  reduced  to  $130,000,  as 
appeared  from  his  examination,  was  an  estimate  made  by  him 
upon  the  assumption  that  the  sales  for  the  following  three 
years  would  be  the  same,  or  at  least  not  less  per  year  than 
they  had  .been  during  the  shoi*t  period  that  the  agreement 
was  carried  out.  This  could  not  be  assumed  in  respect  to  the 
sales  jof  this  .commodity,  consisting  of  manufactured  silks  and 
cottons,  for  the  long  period  of  three  years  thereafter ;  and  the 
referee  properly  refused  to  find,  as  requested,  that  it  appearing 
that  the  yearly  sales  by  the  firm  of  the  production  of  their 
mills  had  been  $1,000,000  annuaUy,  and  the  annual  expenses 
liad  been  $23,000,  the  law  would  presume,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  the  futm*e  sales  would  have 
yielded  the  same  returns,  under  the  same  expense,  and  that 
Talcott  was  entitled  to  have  his  damages  for  loss  of  prospective 
profits  computed  upon  that  basis. 

The  law  makes  no  such  presumption.  Profits  are  recover- 
able as  damages  where  it  can  be  shown  with  reasonable  cer- 
tainty what  the  party  would  have  received  if  the  contract  had 
been  fulfilled,  as  appears  in  the  leading  case  of  Masteraon  agt. 
The  Mayor^  cfec,  of  Brooklyn  (7  EiU^  62),  which  the  appel- 
lant cites,  and  on  which  he  relies.  The  plaintiff  thei'e  had  a 
contract  to  furnish  marble  from  a  specified  quarry,  at  a 
specified  sum,  for  the  erection  of  a  city  hall,  which,  by  a  con- 
tract made  with  the  owners  of  the  quarry,  he  was  to  receive 
at  a  smaller  sum  than  he  was  to  get  for  the  marble  when 
delivered  for  use  in  the  building.  That  difference  constituted 
his  profit,  the  whole  of  which  prospectively  could  be  accurately 
ascertained  by  the  proof  of  that  amount,  and  of  the  amount 
of  marble  he  was,  by  the  contract,  to  deliver  to  the  defendant, 
and  it  is  only  in  such  cases,  where  the  prospective  profits  can 
be  shown  with  reasonable  certainty 4^hat  they  can  be  recovered 
as  damages  {Mayne  on  Damage%y  15  arkd  18). 

It  may  have  been  possible  to  have  ascertained  with  reason- 
able certainty  the  amount  of  profits  that  could  have  been 
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obtained  on  the  sale  of  the  goods  which  K.  &  H.  Adams  had 
manufactured  and  on  hand  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  if 
they  had  been  delivered,  by  proof  of  the  market  price  at  that 
time,  and,  in  accordance  with  the  referee's  finding,  an  action 
for  damages  for  the  non-delivery  of  these  goods  may  have 
been  maintainable  against  the  members  of  the  firm.  However 
that  may  be,  the  goods  were  not  delivered,  and  this  was,  after 
the  assignment,  simply  a  claim  for  an  unascertained  amount 
of  damages,  which  was  not  provable  under  the  assignment  as 
a  debt. 

The  appellant  requested  the  referee  to  find — which  the 
referee  would  not — that  upon  the  refusal  of  the  assignee  to 
deliver,  upon  demand,  the  goods  manufactured  and  on  hand 
at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  he,  Talcott,  was  entitled  in  this 
proceeding  to  an  order  or  decree  that  they  make  such  delivery 
to  him  or  account  to  him,  as  assignee,  for  the  proceeds  of 
these  manufactured  goods. 

The  assignee  could  not  be  compelled  to  fulfill,  by  the  delivery 
of  goods,  the  unperformed  contract  of  R.  &  H.  Adams  at  the 
time  of  the  assignment.  No  authority  or  power  was  given 
them,  in  that  instrament,  to  do  so.  All  the  property  of  the 
firm,  was,  I  assume,  as  is  usual  in  such  instances,  conveyed 
to  them  subject  to  the  trust  already  referred  to,  to  convert  it 
into  money,  and  apply  the  money  to  the  payment  of  the  just 
debts  of  the  firm,  which  was  what  they  had  to  do  and  all 
they  could  do. 

The  conclusion  from  what  has  been  stated  is,  that  Talcott's 
claim  does  not  come  under  this  trust,  because  it  was  not  a 
debt,  but  a  claim  for  damages  unascertained,  which  is  sufficient 
to  dispose  of  this  appeal,  without  deciding  whether  the  rcfereo 
was  right  or  wrong  in  holding  that  the  making  of  a  general 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  was  not  a  breach  of 
this  agreement  and  other  questions  incident  to  it  in  the  case. 

The  judgment  thereforcr  entered'  upon  the  referee's  report 
should  be  affirmed. 
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SUPKEME  COUET. 

Elizabeth  Fairlee  agt.   Fbanoes  M.  BLooJifNGDALE, 
impleaded  witli  Peter  Bloomingdale. 

Husbarid  and  wift  —  La%D  of — Bimjiess  partnership  between  them  not  author' 
ized  —  Contracts  in  iJie  conduct  of  such  business  not  enforceable  against 
the  wife. 

Business  partnerships  between  husband  and  wife  are  not  authorized  by 

the  statutes  of  the  state  of  New  York,  and  contracts  in  the  conduct  of 

such  business  are  not  enforceable  against  the  wife. 
Any  declariAion  of  the  wife  that  she  sustains  the  relation  to  her  hubband 

of  a  partner  in  business  is  not  binding  upon  her. 
The  case  of  Zimmerman  agt.  Erhard  and  Dodge  (58  How,^  11)  criticised 

and  not  followed. 

Special  TenUy  Jvly^  1884. 
Motion  ior  a  new  trial  on  the  judge's  minutes. 
Mr.  miler  and  Mr.  Browrij  for  plaintiff.  . 
Mr.  Stevens  and  Mr.  Mayhem^  for  defendants. 

AVestbrook,  J.  —  This  cause  was  tried  at  the  Schoharie 
circuit  in  October,  1883.  The  action  was  upon  a  promissory- 
note  dated  April  1, 1876,  by  which  the  defendants,  who  were, 
at  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the  note,  husband  and  wife, 
promised  to  pay  "  Elizabeth  Fairlee  (the  plaintiff),  or  bearer, 
two  thousand'  dollars,  with  interest,  for  value  received."  The 
note  was  signed  "  P.  Bloomingdale,"  "  F.  M.  Bloomingdale," 
and  contained'  no  clause  charging  the  separate  estate  of  the 
wife,  wlio  alone  defended. 

According  to.-the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff,  the  considera- 
tion of  this  note  was  an  old  note  made  by  the  same  parties 
for  $1,300  and  $700  cash.  She  further  testified  that  the  wife, 
at  the  time  the  money  was  loaned  and  the  note  in  suit  given, 
stated  they  needed  the  money  for  goods,  that  she  would  see 
it  paid,  that  she  was  as  much  interested  in  the  business  as  her 
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hnsband,  and  that  the  money  was  loaned  by  the  plaintiff  on 
the  faith  of  such  statement.  She  further  said  that  the  first 
note  was  ^axecuted  by  both  defendants,  that  it  was  also  for 
borrowed  money,  and  that  such  fitst  loan  was  upon  a  state- 
ment by  the  wife  to  the  same  effect  as  to  her  interest  in  the 
business,  with  the  one  made  by  her  when  the  note  in  suit 
was  given. 

The  defendants,  on  the  other  hand,  testified  that  they  had 
never  been  partners ;  that  the  fii*st  note  was  signed  by  the 
husband  alone,  and  that  neither  at  the  giving  of  the  first  or 
the  second  note  was  there  any  statement  by  the  wife  that  she 
was  interested  in  business  with  the  husband. 

The  jury  was  charged  that  if  the  plaintiff  loaned  the  $700 
on  the  representation  of  the  wife  that  she  was  interested  in 
the  business  with  the  husband,  she  was  entitled  to  recover  the 
$700,  with  interest ;  and  if  the  wife  had  signed  the  first  note, 
and  the  loan  which  the  note  evidenced  had  been  made  upon 
the  faith  of  the  wife's  statement  that  she  was  interested  in  the 
business  with  the  husband,  then  the  plaintiff  was  also  entitled 
to  recover  the  amount  of  the  first  note  included  in  the 
second ;  but  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the 
amount  of  such  first  note  unless  it  had  been  executed  by 
the  wife,  and  she  had  also,  at  the  time  of  its  delivery  and 
execution,  made  the  statement  attributed  to  her. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for 
the  whole  amount  of  the  note,  with  interest.  The  defendant, 
the  wife,  hav^ing  made  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  which  was 
refused,  moves  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  minutes,  founded 
upon  exceptions  taken  to  the  refusal  to  grant  the  nonsuit, 
and  also  to  the  charge  as  made. 

The  motion  for  a  new  trial  presents  this  one  question: 
Are  the  contracts  of  husband  and  wife,  professing  to  be  made 
by  them  as  partners  in  business,  enforceable  against  the  wife  ? 

The  obligation  upon  which  the  action  was  brought  did  not 
by  its  language  expressly  charge  the  separate  estate  of  the 
wife.    It  was    a    joint  and  several  promissory  note  in  the 
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ordinary  form,  signed  by  the  husband  and  wife  separately,  by 
which  they  or  either  of  them  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  or 
bearer  "two  thousand  dollars,  with  interest,  for  value 
received."  To  recover  upon  such  a  note,  therefore,  as  it  was 
made  long  prior  to  the  enactment  of  chapter  381  of  the  Laws 
of  1884,  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  it 
was  given  in  or  about  a  trade  or  business  carried  on  by  the 
wife,  or  that  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate 
{Manchester  agt.  SaJder^  47  Barh.y  155 ;  Bogert  agt.  Chdick, 
65  Barb.,  322;  Tale  agt.  Dederer,  22  N.  Z.,  450;  See- 
and  Naiion-al  Bank  \of  Watkins,  63  iV^  F.,  639 ;  Nash 
agt.  Mii<iheUy  71  iT.  7".,  199).  That  the  note  was  for  the 
benefit  of  the  wife's  business  was  sought  to  be  established  by 
her  declaration  made  at  the  time  of  its  execution  and  delivery, 
to  the  effect  that  she  was  equally  interested  with  her  husband 
in  the  business,  which  they  were  conducting.  It  was  not  pre- 
tended or  claimed  upon  the  trial  that  the  business  was  the  sole 
business  of  the  wife,  nor  that  she  had  any  other  connection 
therewith  than  as  the  partner  of  her  husband.  The  case, 
therefore,  presents  sharply  the  question  of  the  legal  possibility 
of  the  existence  of  a  mercantile  partnership  between  husband 
and  wife. 

Such  partnership,  or  any  partnership  between  husband  and 
wife  would  certainly  have  been  impossible  at  common  law. 
The  rule  then  was  "  the  husband  and  wife  arerone  person  in 
law  *  *  *.  The  very  being  or  legal  existence  pf  the  woman 
is  suspended  during  the  marriage,  or  at  least  is  incorporated 
and  consolidated  into  that  of  the  husband,  under  whose  wing, 
protection  and  cover  she  performs  everything "  (1  Bl.  Com,y 
442).  The  legal  conclusion,  which  the  same  author  states  as 
flowing  from  the  unity  of  the  persons  of  husband  and  wife, 
that  the  husband  cannot  covenant  with  the  wife  because  it 
"  would  be  only  to  covenant  with  himself,"  clearly  forbade  a 
partnership  between  them,  which  could  only  exist  between 
persons  having  a  separate  legal  existence  and  the  one  capable 
of  contracting  with  the  other.     This  rule  of  the  common  law 
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is  not  questioned,  but  it  is  claimed  that  it  has  been  abrogated 
by  the  statutes  of  this  state,  or  at  least  so  far  abrogated  as  to 
permit  the  formation  of  a  business  partnership  between  them, 
and  consequently  the  making  of  all  agreements,  contracts  and 
covenants  with  each  other  upon  which  the  existence  of  such 
a  relation  depends.     Is  this  position  sound } 

The  discussion  of  this  question  must  begin  with  a  recogni- 
tion of  the  fact  that  our  legislation  has  not  entirely  destroyed 
"  the  common  law  unity  of  husband  and  wife,  and  made  them 
substantially  separate  persons  for  all  purposes  "  {Per  Earl,  «/., 
in  Bertlea  agt.  JVunan^  92  JV.  T.,  152,  see  p.  159).  The 
wife  can  only  make  such  contracts  as  positive  enactments 
allow.  Her  ability  "  to  make  contracts  is  limited.  Her  gen- 
eral engagements  are  absolutely  void,  and  she  can  bind  herself 
by  contract  only  as  she  is  expressly  authorized  to  do  so  by 
statute"  {Per  Eabl,  «/;,  in  the  same  case^p.  160).  With  this 
recent  and  deliberate  utterance  of  our  court  of  last  resort,  sub- 
stantially repeated  in  a  still  later  case  {Coleman  agt.  Bxirr 
et  al,,  93  ^.  J".,  17)  before  us,  we  must,  to  uphold  a  partner- 
ship between  husband  and  wife,  find  a  statute  authorizing  it. 

Section  2  of  chapter  90  of  the  Laws  of  1860,  is  the  provi- 
sion relied  upon  to  validate  such  an  agreement.  The  act  is 
entitled  "An  act  concerning  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  hus- 
band and  wifcy"  and  the  section  referred  to  reads  thus :  "A 
married  woman  may  bargain,  sell,  assign  and  transfer  her 
separate  personal  property  and  carry  on  any  trade  or  business, 
and  perform  any  labor  or  services  on  her  sole  and  separate 
account,  and  the  earnings  of  any  married  woman  from  her 
trade,  business,  labor  or  services  shall  be  her  sole  and  separate 
property,  and  may  be  used  or  invested  by  her  in  her  own 
name." 

In  determining  the  effect  of  this  section,  a  well  recognized 
principle  of  interpretation  must  also  be  observed,  that  "it  is 
not  to  be  presumed  that  the  legislature  intended  to  make  any 
innovation  upon  the  common  law,  further  than  the  case  abso- 
lutely required.     The  law  rather  infers  that  the  act  did  not 
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iutend  to  make  any  alteration,  other  than  what  is  specified, 
and  besides  what  has  been  plainly  pronounced,  for  if  the  par- 
liament had  had  that  design,  it  is  naturally  said  they  would 
have  expressed  it"  {Potter^ e  Dwarria  on  Statutes^  18^. 

The  literal  interpretation  of  the  words  of  the  statute  is 
that  the  wife  is  thereby  authorized  to  "  carry  on  any  trade  or 
business,  and  perform  any  labor  or  services  on  her  sole  and 
separate  account,"  and  when  the  "trade  or  business"  and 
"  labor  or  services  "  are  carried  on  or  performed  on  her  "  sole 
and  separate  account,"  the  earnings  therefrom  then,  and  only 
then,  become  "her  sole  and  sepamte  property." 

Precisely  this  constnaction  was  given  to  the  act  by  the  court 
of  appeals  of  this  state  in  Coleman  agt.  Burr  et  al.  (93  N. 
y.,  17,  see  pp.  24  aiid  25),  that  court  saying :  "  The  statutes 
refeiTed  to  touch  a  married  woman  in  her  relation  to  her 
husband  only  so  far  as  they  relate  to  her  separate  property 
and  business,  and  the  labor  she  may  perform  on  her  sole  and 
separate  account.  In  other  respects  the  duties  and  responsi- 
bilities of  each  to  the  other  remain  as  they  were  at  common  law." 

In  a  partnership  there  can  be  no  "  separate  property  and 
business,"  and  the  "  labor  "  performed  by  one  partner  in  con- 
nection therewith  cannot  possibly  be  on  the  "  sole  and  sepa- 
rate account "  of  the  partner  performing  it.  There  must  in 
every  such  case  necessarily  be  a  joint,  and  not  a  "  separate 
property  and  business  "  and  services  on  joint  account,  and 
not. on  the  "sole  and  separate  account"  of  one  partner. 

As  then  the  unity  of  husband  and  wife  at  common  law 
forbade  a  business  partnership  between  the  two,  as  the  com- 
mon law  has  only  been  abrogated  so  far  as  express  statutes 
have  clearly  indicated  an  intent  to  abrogate,  and  as  all 
statutes  abrogating  the  common  law  must  be  strictly  con- 
strued, it  may  well  be  asked,  how  can  a  statute  which  author- 
izes a  wife  to  hold  "  separate  "  property  and  conduct  a  "  sepa- 
rate "  business,  and  which  only  gives  to  her  the  earnings 
from  labor  performed  "  on  her  sole  and  separate  "  account, 
be  so  construed  as  to  authorize  her  to  hold  property  jointly 
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with  her  husband,  carry  on  with  him  a  joint  business,  and 
give  to  her  earnings  of  labor  which  was  perfonned  on  the 
joint  account  of  both  ?  The  question  carries  with  it  its  own 
answer.  Very  dearly  the  legislature  of  this  state  has  not 
authorized  and  does  not  contemplate  a  business  partnership 
between  the  two.  To  repeat  the  exact  language  of  judge 
Earl  in  Coleman  agt.  Burr  et  al,  (93  If.  T,,  17,  25),  before 
quoted  :  "  The  statutes  referred  to  touch  a  married  woman  in 
her  relation  to  her  husband  only  so  far  as  they  relate  to  her 
separate  property  and  business,  and  the  labor  she  may  perform 
on  her  sole  and  separate  account.  In  other  respects  the 
duties  and  responsibilities  of  each  as  to  the  other  remain  as 
they  were  at  common  law."  This  explicit  utterance  answers 
the  question  propounded  and  is  decisive  of  this  case.  The 
claim  of  the  plaintiff  is  that  these  statutes  go  much  further, 
that  they  cover  and  include  a  partnership  between  husband 
and  wife,  and  relate  to  their  joint  property  and  business,  and 
to  the  labor  which  she  may  perform  on  their  joint  account. 
The  court  of  appeals,  however,  explicitly  declares  that  they 
do  not,  that  they  touch  a  married  woman  in  her  relations  to 
her  husband  only  so  far  as  they  relate  to  her  separate  prop- 
erty and  business  and  the  labor  she  may  perform  on  her  sole 
and  separate  account,  while  in  all  "  other  respects,  the  duties 
and  responsibilities  of  each  to  the  other  remain  as  they  were 
at  common  law."  It  is  needless  to  add  that  if  the  relations 
between  husband  and  wife  are  only  changed  so  as  to  allow 
her  to  own  a  "  separate  "  property  and  conduct,  a  "  separate  " 
business,  and  to  receive  the  earnings  from  such  *' separate 
property  and  business,"  and  from  "  the  labor  she  may  per- 
form on  ]\er  sole  and  separate  account,"  then  a  partnership 
between  the  two  cannot  exist,  for  in  such  a  case  the  property, 
business  and  labor  must  always  be  joint  and  not  separate ; 
and  because  joint  and  not*  separate,  and  therefore  not  covered 
by  the  statutes,  the  relations  of  husband  and  wife  remain  in 
regard  thereto  as  at  common  law,  which  forbade  a  business 
partnership  between  them. 
Vol.  LXVII        38 
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Upon  the  trial  of  this  caude  at  the  circuit  the  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  relied  upon  the  case  of  Zimmerman  agt.  Erhard 
and  Dodge  (58  How,^  11)  in  the  Kew  York  common  pleas, 
which  was  then  followed  by  the  court  not,  however,  without 
grave  doubts  then  expressed  as  to  its  soundness,  and  which 
doubts  have  by  subsequent  examination  and  reflection  been 
developed  into  a  clear  judgment,  that  the  opinion  of  Beach, 
J.,  in  that  cs^se  cannot  be  sustained  and  should  not  be  fol- 
lowed. It  was  an  action  brought  by  a  husband  and  wife  for 
goods  sold  by  them  as  partners  to  the  defendants.  The  solo 
defense  was  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  by  the 
two,  because  the  relation  of  partners  could  not  exist  between 
them.  The  opinion  referred  to  is  to  the  effect  that,  husband 
and  wife  may  legally  form  a  business  partnership,  but  while 
the  result  therefrom  (an  affirmance  of  a  judgment  rendei^ed 
for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  court  below)  was  concurred  in 
by  the  other  two  judges  (Van  Brunt  and  Larbemoee),  yet 
they  were  careful  so  to  state  and  assign  other  reasons  for  such 
concurrence.  The  premise  upon  which  judge  Bgach  predi- 
cates his  reasoning  and  conclusion  is  erroneous,  deferring  to 
Adavis  agt.  Curtis  (4  Lana,^  164)  he  quotes  therefrom  as 
follows:  "The  effect  and  intent  of  the  act  (Zai/?«  of  1880, 
chap.  90)  is  to  remove  all  disabilities  of  coverture,  so  as  to 
enable  her  to  sue  and  be  sued  as  to  contracts,  in  all  respects 
as  though  she  was  in  fact  unmarried."  This,  as  a  legal  propo- 
sition, has  been  overruled  by  the  court  of  appeals  in  the  cases 
hereinbefore  cited  {Bertlea  agt.  Nunan^  92  N.  Y.,  162 ;  Coleman 
agt.  Burr  et  al.,  93  JPf.  Y.y  17),  and  therefore  all  reasoning  based 
upon  it  mu^t  be  equally  unsound.  "  All  the  disabilities  of 
coverture  "  have  not  been  removed.  The  legislation  of  this 
state  has  only  authorized  her  to  own  "separate"  property, 
conduct  a  "separate"  business  and  receive  wages  for  services 
rendered  upon  "her  sole  and  separate  account."  As  to  a 
joint  property,  joint  business  and  joint  labor,  her  relations  to 
her  husband  remain  as  at  common  law.  In  this  present  siattis 
of  the  law  is  also  to  be  found  the  answer  to  a  further  argu- 
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raent  of  jndge  Bbaoh,  that  as  the  wife  can  employ  the  hus- 
band as  an  agent  to  conduct  her  separate  business,  therefore 
she  may  join  the  husband  as  a  partner  in  business,  as  a  part- 
nershi  p  "  is  founded  upon  agency."  The  error  in  the  reasoning 
consists  in  not  bearing  in  mind  the  fact  that  he  was  arguing 
in  regard  to  the  ability  of  a  person  to  contract,  who  had  no 
general  power  in  that  particular  —  one  who  could  only  make 
such  contracts  and  agreements  as  express  statute  law  clearly 
authorized.  That  peiiBon  —  a  married  woman  —  was  author- 
ized to  own  a  "  separate  "  property  and  to  conduct  a  "  separate  " 
business,  and  was  therefore  empowered  to  employ  an  agent  in 
its  management  or  conduct.  The  agency  maintained  and  per- 
petuated the  separateness  of  the  property  and  business,  and 
was  therefore  not  incompatible  with  the  statute.  When,  how- 
ever, the  question  relates  to  the  formation  of  a  partnership, 
the  problem  to  be  solved  is  not,  what  ought  a  wife  to  be 
authorized  to  do  further  than  is  expressly  permitted,  because 
the  legislation  already  had  is  based  upon  a  certain  principle 
which  logically  should  be  carried  further ;  but  it  is,  what  does 
the  language  of  the  act  expressly  permit  ?  Perhaps  the  law 
as  it  is  should  be  carried  farther,  and  allow  a  partnership 
between  husband  and  wife.  The  propriety  of  such  a  thing  is 
for  the  legislature  and  not  for  the  courts.  The  fonner  may, 
perhaps,  change  the  common-law  rights  of  husband  and  wife, 
the  latter  cannot.  They  can  decide  that  when  the  wife  is 
authorized  to  carry  on  a  "separate"  business  and  own  a 
"  separate  "  property,  she  may  employ  an  agent  for  that  pur- 
pose, but'  they  are  as  powerless  to  carry  the  principle  involved 
in  the  legislation  which  conferred  upon  the  wife  power  to 
own  and  conduct  a  "  separate  "  business  and  property  to  the 
case  of  a  joint  business  and  property  as  they  would  have  been 
to  alter  and  change  the  common  law  in  the  particular  which 
forbade  that  which  the  statute  now  permits.  Innovations 
upon  the  common  law  are  for  those  in  whom  the  power  to 
legislate  is  vested.  What  further  should  be  done,  because  of 
what  has  been  done,  is  for  them.    The  courts  declare  what  HkQ 
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law  is,  and  whilst  upholding  and  enforcing  all  legal  legislative 
enactments,  they  mnst  abide  by  the  common  law  as  it  is,  and 
not  change  its  unrepealed  forbiddings  under  the  specious  plea 
that  they  only  carry  out  the  spirit  of  an  enactment.  It  is  proper 
sometimes  in  constructing  a  statute  to  look  at  its  spirit,  but 
that  principle  does  not  authorize  courts,  when  they  can  see 
that  a  certain  reason  has  led  to  the  enactment  of  a  statute 
changing  in  some  one  particular  the  common  law,  still  further 
in  other  particulars  to  alter  and  abrogate  it.  As  the  power  to 
change  or  repeal  is  with  the  legislature,  the  rule  of  construc- 
tion is  that  the  statute  was  designed  to  go  just  so  far,  and  no 
farther  than  its  plain  words  declare.  Least  of  all  can  it  be 
assumed  that  legislation  designed  to  separate  the  property  of 
the  wife  from  that  of  the  husband,  and  to  use  it  in  a  *'  separate  " 
business,  allows  her  to  mingle  her  property  with  his,  and  to 
subject  through  a  partnership  with  him  to  his  control,  his 
management  and  his  contracts. 

The  conclusion  of  judge  Bbaoh  in  the  case  referred  to  is  at 
variance  with  that  of  SEDG^v^cK,  J.,  in  CluLmboret  agt.  Cagn^y 
(35  N.  Y.  Hup.  Ct.  Ii,j  474,*  487,  488)  and  those  of  the  courts 
in  two  other  states.  In  Massachusetts,  which  has  a  statute 
containing  a  provision  substantially  identical  with  oui-s,  it  has 
been  held  in  several  cases  {Lord  agt.  Parker,  3  Allen,  127; 
Plwnmer  agt.  Lord,  5  J^llen,  460,  and  7  Allen,  481 ;  Knowles 
agt.  Hull,  99  Mass,,  662)  that  husband  and  wife  cannot 
become  partners  in  business.  The  reasoning  of  the  court  in 
these  cases,  and  especially  in  the  one  first  cited  (3  Allen,  127 ; 
see  pages  129  - 130)  is  well  worthy  of  attention.  The  Massa- 
chusetts cases  have  also  been  recently  followed  in  Indiana 
{Raas  et  al.  agt.  Shaw  etux.,  91  Ltd.,  384;  Scarlett  agt. 
Snodgrass,  92  Ind.,  262),  and  in  that  state  also  a  statute 
contains  a  provision  very  similar  to  ours.  These  authorities  are 
of  too  high  a  character  to  be  disregarded,  and  should  certainly 
be  followed  by  a  trial  judge  in  this  state,  when  the  reasoning 
by  which  they  are  supported  commends  itself  to  his  judgment, 
and  is  in  harmony  with  that  of  our  own  court  of  appeals. 
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It  may,  however,  be  said  that  the  decisions  referred  to  go 
beyond  the  present  case  and  forbid  a  partnership  between  a 
married  woman  and  a  person  not  a  husband.  This  is  con- 
ceded ;  and  it  is  yet  an  unsettled  legal  problem  in  this  state 
whether  or  not  any  partnership  of  a  married  woman,  previous 
to  chapter  381  of  the  Laws  of  1884  becoming  a  legal  enact- 
ment, which  removes  all  the  disabilities  of  a  married  woman 
to  make  contracts,  but  does  not  "  apply  to  any  contract  that 
shall  be  made  between  husband  and  wife,"  would  be  valid. 

There  are  cases  decided  which  seem  to  imply  that  suet  a 
thing  is  possible  in  this  state,  and  there  ar^  others  which 
imply  a  contrary  doctrine.  That  question  is  not  now  determ- 
ined.  Certain  it  is  that  the  words  "  separate  "  and  "  sole  and 
separate,"  used  in  our  statute  in  connection  with  the  property, 
business  and  labor  of  the  wife,  must  have  some  meaning.  If 
they  do  not  forbid  a  partnership  in  property,  business  or 
labor  with  all  persons,  because  not  permitting  her  to  engage 
in  a  joint  venture  with  any  one,  then  they  must  refer  to 
property,  business  and  labor  "separate"  from  the  husband, 
held,  carried  on  and  performed  on  "her  sole  and  separate 
account,"  as  distinguished  from  that  in  which  he  is  interested. 
Without  this  construction,  at  least,  of  the  words,  they  are 
meaningless ;  and  with  it  the  impossibility  of  the  soundness 
of  the  position  assumed  by  plaintiff  only  becomes  the  more 
apparent. 

This  opinion  might,  perhaps,  well  stop  here,  but  I  cannot 
forbear  to  allude  to  another  argument  based  upon  direct 
adjudications  of  the  court  of  appeals.  A  valid  agreement 
of  partnership  can  only  be  made  between  individuals  who 
are  independent  persons,  and  neither  owing  any  duty  to  the 
other  in  regard  to  such  business  which  shall  make  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  partnership  agreement  impossible.  Is  this  theory 
of  mutual  independence  applicable  to  a  wife  who  is  about  to 
embark  in  a  business  venture  with  her  husband?  In  that 
business  the  husband,  at  least,  is  interested,  and  it  is  exceed- 
ingly difficult  to  determine  what  the  wife  owes  to  him  as  a 
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duty  in  connection  therewith,  from  whieh  duty  no  agreement 
can  absolve  her  and  no  partnership  contract  change.  In 
Coleman  agt.  Burr  (93  N.  J".,  17),  the  case  before  referred 
to,  it  was  held  that  the  {)romiBe  of  the  husband  to  compensate 
the  wife  for  services  rendered  to  a  member  of  his  family,  and 
which  services  were  confessedly  meritorious,  could  not  be 
Enforced  for  the  reason  that  the  wife,  because  she  was  a  wife, 
owed  these  services  to  the  husband.  In  WhiUaker  agt.  Whiir 
taker  (52  N,  y.,  368),  it  was  decided  that  a  note  given  by  a 
deceased  husband  to  a  wife  for  services,  a  part  of  which  was 
"out  of  door  work  on  her  husband's  farm,  could  not  be 
enforced  against  his  estate."  If  the  husband  is  unable  to 
make  a  valid  promise  to  pay  the  wife  for  services  rendered 
to  him,  and  which,  in  one  case  were  not  household  duties, 
upon  what  principle  can  a  promise  to  give  to  her  one-half 
of  the  profits,  or  any  other  proportion  of  the  profits,  of  Aw 
business,  as  a  compensation  for  her  services,  be  upheld  t  If 
the  two  can  become  partners,  the  husband  who  owns  a  busi- 
ness and  has  furnished  its  capital  can,  under  pi^tcnse  of 
compensating  the  wife  for  services  rendered  to  him  therein, 
make  her  his  partner,  and  divide  with  her  its  profits,  though 
such  help  may  be  as  occasional  and  exceptional  as  that  of  the 
wife  upon  the  farm  in  one  of  the  cases  above  referred  to.  It 
is  this  inability  of  the  wife  to  contract  with  the  husband  in 
regard  to  her  services,  which  forms,  and  ever  must  form,  so 
long  as  the  wife  owes  duties  of  service  to  the  husband,  a 
barrier  to  a  business  partnership  between  them.  That  rela- 
tion, as  has  been  before  stated,  can  only  exist  when  the  parties 
to  it  are  free  to  form  such  agreements  as  to  its  profits  as  they 
may  elect  to  make.  -This  is  vital  to  a  partnership  agreement, 
and  the  duty  of  service  to  the  husband  would  oftentimes  make 
his  agreement  with  her  incapable  of  enforcement.  It  is  true 
we  can  conceive  of  bald  instances  of  services  which  the 
wife  would  not  be  bound  to  render;  but  it  is  impossible 
to  mark  with  accuracy  the  line  where  her  duties  as  the 
husband's  helpmate  terminate.     The  pursuits  and  ventures 
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of  life  are  so  nnmerouB  and  yariant,  and  the  circnin- 
stances  and  conditions  of  married  life  so  different,  that  it 
is  impossible  to  lay  down  a  mile  which  shall  define  the 
wife's  duty  of  service  with  precision;  and  because  it  can- 
not be  done,  there  can  be  no  general  power  to  form  pai-t- 
nerships  between  husband  and  wife,  which  must  cover 
every  enterprise  and  venture  of  life,  which  are  as  various  as 
the  tastes  and  inclinations  of  parties  and  their  situations  and 
conditions  in  the  world.  If  a  partnership  can  exist  between 
husband  and  wife  in  the  mercantile  business,  it  can  in  farm- 
ing  or  in  any  other.  It  may  begin  with  the  marriage  relation, 
follow  it  in  every  enterprise,  and  terminate  only  with  the  life 
of  one  or  both  parties.  This  radical  change  of  the  stcUus  of 
married  persons,  subverting  in  fact  the  whole  social  fabric, 
cannot  be  legally  effected  for  the  reaspn  before  stated,  that  as 
the  husband  is  unable  to  make  a  legal  contract  to  compensate 
the  wife  for  services  rendered  to  him  in  and  about  his  busi- 
ness, he  cannot  form  a  partnership  with  her,  which  neces- 
sarily must,  in  very  many  cases  at  least,  involve  a  promise  to 
pay  for  services  to  whioh  he  is  legally  entitled  as  husband. 

Perhaps  the  argument  to  show  that  husband  and  wife  can- 
not become  business  partners  is  already  complete,  but  two 
other  points  are  entitled  to  some  attention.  First.  By  sec- 
tion 8  of  the  act  of  1860  (the  one  which  it  is  claimed  gives  the 
power),  it  is  declared  "  no  bargain  or  contract  entered  into  by 
any  married  woman  in  or  about  the  carrying  on  of  any  trade 
or  business  under  the  statutes  of  this  state,  shall  be  binding 
upon  her  husband,  or  render  him  or  his  property  in  any  way 
liable  therefor."  It  can  hardly  be  supposed,  that  if  the  legis- 
lature supposed  it  had  under  the  act,  of  which  the  provision 
just  quoted  forms  a  part,  allowed  a  partnership  between  hus- 
band and  wife,  it  would  have  inserted  that  clause  in  its  present 
form,  without  any  -exception  in  favor  of  contracts  made  by 
the  wife  in  regard  to  a  business  in  which  the  husband  was  her 
partner.  Second.  While  chapter  381  of  the  Laws  of  1884, 
has  removed  in  general  all  disabilities  of  a  married  woman  to 
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contract,  in  its  second  section  it  has  been  carefully  said :  "This 
act  shall  not  affect  nor  apply  to  any  contract  that  shall  be 
made  between  husband  and  wife."  This  section  is  certainlv 
significant  of  legislative  intent.  If  the  aim  and  effect  of  past 
legislation  were  to  remove  "all  the  disabilities  of  coverture," 
as  judge  Beach  assumed  in  Zimmerman  agt.  Erhard  and 
Dodge^  why  was  the  act  of  1884  passed,  and  why  were  con- 
tracts between  husband  and  wife  excepted  from  its  operation  ? 
The  passage  of  that  statute  is  a  legislative  declaration  that  the 
wife  did  yet  labor  under  some  of  the  disabilities  of  coverture 
in  the  making  of  contracts,  and  that  as  to  the  husband  these 
disabilities  should  still  be  maintained. 

Having  reached  the  conclusion  that  husband  and  wife  can- 
not be  partners  in  business,  and  that  no  contract  made  by  the 
latter  in  regard  to  such  business  is  enforceable  against  her,  it 
is  scarcely  necessary  to  add,  that  any  declaration  by  the  wife 
to  the  effect  that  she  sustained  that  relation  to  her  husband  is 
not  binding  upon  her.  In  the  making  of  contracts  all  parties 
thereto  ai'e  assumed  to  know  the  law.  If  the  wife  had  made 
the  direct  statement  that  she  was  the  partner  of  her  husband, 
the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  be  deceived  by  it  {Brewster  agt. 
Striker^  2  If.  Y,^  19).  It  is  somewhat  questionable  whether 
or  not  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff,  if  found  to  be  true,  nec- 
essarily justified  the  legal  inference  that  the  wife  thereby 
intended  to  assert  the  existence  of  a  legal  business  partnersliip 
with  the  husband.  Her  declaration,  if  made,  to  the  effect 
that  she  was  equally  interested  in  the  business  with  her  hus- 
band, was  capable  of  another  explanation,  and  perhaps  it  was 
erroneous  to  assume,  as  the  court  did  in  its  charge,  that  if  the 
jury  found  that  such  statement  was  made,  they  should  find 
for  the  plaintiff.  It  would,  perhaps,  have  been  more  accu- 
rate if  the  jury  had  been  directed  to  find  whether  or  not  the 
defendant  had  thereby  intended  to  assert  that  she  was  a 
partner  in  the  business  for  which  the  money  was  loaned,  and 
was  so  understood  by  the  plaintiff  to  assert.  Of  that  error, 
however,  the  plaintiff  cannot  complain.     The  case  was  sub- 
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mitted  to  the  jury  in  the  aspect  most  favorable  to  her.  If, 
therefore,  that  which  the  plaintiff  '  claimed  the  language 
evidenced  conld  not  legally  exist,  the  plaintiff  was  not  enti- 
tled to  a  verdict. 

It  is  proper  testate,  in  conclusion,  that  if  any  doubt  existed 
in  my  mind  in  regard  to  the  question  discussed,  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial  would  be  denied.  Careful  study  of  such 
question  has,  however,  brought  me  to  the  clear  conviction 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  against  the  wife, 
and  that  therefore  a  new  trial  should  be  granted. 


N.  Y.  CITY  COURT. 

John  W.  Stephenson  agt.  Wiluam  J.  SEanson. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Application  of  William  J.  Hanson 

agt.  John  Kolteb,  a  surety. 

Surety  on  an  undertaking  an  which  order  of  arreet  woe  granted — P&wer  of 
court  to  punish  surety  for  fates  swearing  as  to  his  property — Oode  of  CivH 
Procedure,  section  2285. 

A  surety  on  an  undertaking  on  which  an  order  of  arrest  was  granted,  whc 
swears  falsely  as  to  his  pecuniary  responsibility,  is  guilty  of  perjury, 
which  is  a  contempt  of  court,  and  the  court  is  empowered  to  punish 
that  offense  by  imposing  a  fine  sufficient  to  indemnify  the  defendant  for 
the  loss  and  injury  he  has  sustained  through  the  surety's  misconduct, 
and  by  imprisoning  him  for  six  months,  and  until  the  fine  is  paid. 

Special  Term,  JuTie,  1884. 

Motion  to  punish  the  surety  for  contempt  in  swearing 
falsely  as  to  his  pecuniary  responsibility. 

Kolter  was  a  sarety  upon  an  undertaking,  on  which  an  order 
of  arrest  was  granted,  in  a  certain  action  in  which  this  appli- 
cant was  the  defendant  and  one  Stephenson  the  plaintiff ;  the 
order  of  arrest  therein  was  vacated.  Judgment  was  subse- 
quently recovered  by  Hanson  against  the  surety  Kolter,  for 
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the  sum  of  $281.65,  damages  and  eoste,  eiiBtained  by  reason 
of  his  arrest. 

In  that  action  the  defendant  was  examined  as  to  his  prop- 
erty, upon  the  return  of  execution  wholly  unsatisfied,  and 
upon  the  facts  disclosed  this  motion  is  made. 

Hyatt,  J.  —  It  is  conceded  that  on  June  9, 1883,  the  surety 
Kolter  signed  an  undertaking,  in  the  usual  form,  'as  surety 
upon  an  order  of  arrest  in  the  action  of  StepJienson  agt.  Han- 
son /  Hanson  alleges  that  he  also  justified,  by  swearing  that 
he  was  worth  $500  over  and  above  all  his  debts  and  liabilities ; 
the  surety  deposes,  upon  his  examination  as  a  judgment  debtor 
in  the  action  of  Hanson  agt.  Kolter^  that  although  he  signed 
and  executed  the  instrument  "  he  did  not  go  before  any  notary 
upon  that  bond,  and  did  not  swear  to  the  affidavit  therein ; 
that  he  signed  his  name  and  went  away  without  reading  the 
document ; "  but  even  if  this  statement  is  true,  he  at  the  same 
time  deposed  that  in  the  same  action  '^  he  signed  a  second 
undertaking,  marked  filed  July  20, 1883 ;  that  he  signed  the 
laffidavit  of  justification  therein,  in  the  office  of  a  lawyer  and 
-notary  public,  without  reading  or  having  it  read  to  him,  and 
supposes  that  he  must  have  sworn  to  that  affidavit  before  the 
notary  public ;  that  he  has  been  watchman  and  housekeeper 
since  May,  1884,  and  prior  to  that  time  was  a  repairer  of 
billiard  tables ;  that  he  is  married  and  supports  a  family ;  that 
he  is  not  and  was  not  prior  to  June  6,  1884  (date  of  the  order 
for  his  examination  as  a  judgment  debtor),  worth  anything  or 
possessed  of  any  property,  real  or  personal,  or  of  any  nature 
whatsoever,  except  household  furniture  exempt  from  execu- 
tion ;  that  he  has  no  money  except  five  dollars  in  the  bank, 
and  has  had  no  other  money  in  the  bank  for  over  a  year  last 
past." 

He  further  deposes. positively :  "  1  have  been  in  no  better 
^position  pecuniarily,  during  more  than  a  year  last  past,  except 
that  1  acquired  in  the  spring  of  1883  a  contingent  interest  in 
two  second-hand  billiw^  tables,  with  another,  paying  sixty 
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dollars  apiece,  share  and  share  alike,  as  part  owner.  In  Octo- 
ber, 1883, 1  was  paid  seventy-five  dollars  for  my  interest ;  we 
advertised  thein  for  sale  and  was  not  offered  any  price  for 
them,  but  thmk  we  could  sell  them  for  about  $175  apiece ;  I 
desire  to  state  nothing  to  my  foregoing  testimony." 

The  examination  was  subscribed  and  sworn  to,  after  having 
been  read  to  him,  by  the  same  judgment  debtor,  June  9, 1884. 
Upon  the  17th  of  June,  1884,  his  examination  was  continued. 
He  then  deposed  as  follows  ^  "  Upon  my  former  examination 
I  was  not  represented  by  counsel  as  1  am  now ;  I  reside  at 
111  Fifth  avenue,  New  York  city ;  I  am  watchman  and 
housekeeper  at  that  place  for  August  Belmont ;  I  have  been 
with  him  as  watchman  fourteen  years ;  when  I  was  examined 
before  I  thought  that  reference  was  only  made  to  my  property 
in  this  city  when  asked  about  my  property ;  I  own  three  lots 
of  ground  in  Cook  county,  Illinois,  near  Chicago ;  I  got  them 
from  Thomas  Back,  to  whom  I  loaned  $100 ;  I  produce  the 
deed  he  gave  me ;  he  has  never  paid  any  part  of  the  loan ;  the 
date  of  the  loan  was  February  23,  1878 ;  he  was  to  return  it 
March  23,  1878 ;  I  have  paid  taxes  ever  since ;  it  is  free  and 
clear  of  incumbrances ;  in  the  year  1878  those  lots  were  worth 
$1,300,  and  they  have  increased  in  value  since ;  I  have  seen 
Mr.  Back  since ;  he  said  he  had  no  money ;  could  not  pay  me, 
and  was  sorry,  that  I  could  keep  the  lots ;  that  his  wife  was 
dead  and  he  never  could  pay  me;  the  billiard  tables  are 
worth  $250  apiece ;  I  did  not  read  the  undertakings  when  I 
signed  them ;  they  were  not  explained  to  me,  and  I  did  not 
know  what  they  were;  when  I  signed  the  undertakings  I 
considered  myself  worth  double  the  amount  therein  men- 
tioned, and  do  so  now." 

Upon  his  cross-examination  he  testified:  "I  knew  I  was 
signing  undertakings ;  naturally  enough  I  knew  when  I  signed 
them  I  must  be  worth  some  hundreds  of  dollars ;  I  was  born 
in  New  York  city ;  went  to  primary  school,  also  night  school ; 
I  can  read ;  I  have  taken  no  proceedings  to  perfect  title  under 
the  deed ;  I  don't  know  where  the  grantor  is ;  have  not  seen 
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him  for  a  year  last  past ;  I  paid  tai^es  all  along ;  the  yearly 
taxes  are  two  dollars  and  some  cents;  never  saw  the  lots ;  my 
idea  of  their  value  is  derived  from  the  consideration  stated  in 
Cummings'  deed  to  Back  ;  I  don't  know  whether  the  lots  are 
improved  or  not,  nor  how  far  they  are  from  Chicago ;  I  have 
heard  that  their  value  was  more  than  $1,300." 

After  a  careful  examination  of  Kolter's  testimony  as  thus 
fully  set  forth,  I  cannot  reconcile  its  many  inconsistencies  of 
statement,  and  fail  to  find  either  excuse  or  justification  for 
the  positive  contradiction  of  facts  sworn  to  by  the  judgment- 
debtor  upon  his  first  examination. 

Kolter  is  an  intelligent  man ;  has  had  some  schooling  ;  his 
occupation  calls  for  the  possession  of  judgment  and  the  exer- 
cise of  shrewdness ;  it  would  naturally  surround  him  by  asso- 
ciations tending  to  increase,  rather  than  to  diminish,  those 
faculties,  and  certainly,  in  some  degree,  to  impress  him  with 
a  sense  of  responsibility  for  his  acts,  he  knew  what  an  under- 
taking was  and  the  obligation  it  imposed ;  that  on  each  occa- 
sion he  had  signed  the  undertaking,  and  upon  one  at  least  the 
affidavit  of  justification ;  he  claims  he  did  not  swear  to  the 
first,  but  supposes  he  did  to  the  second,  before  the  notary 
present,  yet,  upon  his  direct-examination,  June  17,  1884,  he 
swore :  "  I  did  not  read  the  undertakings  when  I  signed  them, 
and  did  not  know  what  I  was  signing ; "  and  then  upon  his 
cross-examination  he  swore  "  that  it  entered  into  his  mind 
what  he  was  worth  at  the  time  he  signed,  because  he  then 
knew  he  was  signing  undertakings,  and  that  naturally  enough 
he  knew  when  he  signed  he  must  be  worth  hundreds  of  dollars. 

On  the  first  examination  it  appears  that  his  occupation  as 
night  watchman  and  housekeeper  commenced  May,  1884,  and 
that  he  had  not  owned  any  property  within  a  year  except  a 
half  interest  in  two  second-hand  billiard  tables,  for  which  he 
accepted  seventy-five  dollars,  although  he  thought  they  could 
be  sold  for  $175  apiece,  notwithstanding  they  had  been 
advertised  and  no  oflEer  received  for  them. 

On  his  second  examination  he  testified  that  his  occupation, 
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as  formerly  sworn  to,  had  existed  for  the  past  fourteen  years, 
and  that  the  said  tables  were  worth  $250  apiece. 

The  judgment  debtor's  explanation  of  his  contradictory 
statements,  made  at  the  two  examinations,  is  insufficient,  and, 
under  all  the  circumstances,  incredible.  I  cannot  believe  that 
on  his  first  examination  he  was  puzzled  or  thought  that  the 
examining  counsel  referred  only  to  property  in  the  city.  When 
asked  as  to  his  real  and  personal  property,  he  positively 
stated  that  he  was  not  worth  anything  or  possessed  of  real  or 
personal  property  of  any  nature  whatsoever,  except  what  he 
expressly  claimed  was  exempt  from  execution  (household 
furniture) ;  thai  he  had  been  in  no  better  position  (June  9, 
1884)  for  more  than  a  year  last  past,  nor  within  that  time 
owned  or  been  possessed  of  any  other  property  except  the 
billiard  tables.  It  is  probable  that  it  occurred  to  the  mind  of 
the  judgment  debtor  that  on  the  19th  of  July,  1883,  he  had 
executed  an  undertaking  upon  an  order  of  arrest,  and  had 
sworn  to  the  affidavit  of  justification  annexed  thereto,  to  the 
effect  tliat  he  was  worth  $500  over  and  above  all  his  debts 
and  liabilities;  whereupon,  at  the  second  examination,  he 
admitted  the  ownership  of  the  three  lots  of  ground  in  Illinois, 
conveyed,  together  with  a  gold  watch,  by  one  Back  and  wife 
to  secure  a  loan  from  him  to  them  of  $100,  February  23, 
1878,  and  that  the  loan  had  never  been  paid ;  that  he  had 
seen  Back  a  year  ago,  who  told  him  that  he  could  not  pay 
and  that  he  could  keep  the  lots ;  he  then  further  testified  that 
lie  had  never  seen  the  lots ;  that  he  knew  little  or  nothing 
about  them,  and  had  heard  that  they  were  worth  more 
than  $1,300, 

The  most  plausible  inference  that  can  be  drawn  from  that 
statement  is,  that  when  the  judgment  debtor  swore  that  he 
had  no  property,  he  believed  the  lots  to  be  without  any  value ; 
and  in  view  of  their  abandonment,  together  with  the  gold 
watch,  and  of  the  entire  absence  of  proof  of  any  value,  I  shall 
consider  their  value  at  $100. 

My  judgment,  therefore,  based  upon  all  the  facts  before 
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me,  leads  to  the  conclasion  that  when  the  surety  executed  the 
undertaking  he  was  possessed  of  five  dollars  in  the  Bowery 
Savings  Bank,  an  interest  in  two  billiard  tables  of  the  value  of 
seventy-five  dollars,  and  three  lots  in  Illinois  of  the  value  of 
$100,  property  amounting  in  all  to  $180,  and  that  the  affidavit 
of  justification  attached  to  the  said  undertaking,  sworn  to 
July  19,  1883,  was  false. 

So  long  as  the  law  of  this  state  provides  for  arrest  in  civil 
proceedings,  its  requirements  should  be  enforced  with  literal 
exactness.  The  defendant  Hanson  was  entitled  to  two  suffi- 
cient sui'eties,  as  provided  in  section  559,  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, and  he  would  not  have  been  arrested  and  held  to  bail 
if  Kolter  had  not  acted  as  surety  and  falsely  sworn  that  he 
was  worth  the  sum  in  which  he  justified. 

It  is  no  slight  matter  to  deprive  a  person  of  his  liberty  and 
cause,  or  aid  in  causing,  his  imprisonment,  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law ;  yet  this  surety  seems  to  have  regarded  his  per- 
formance as  a  most  trivial  one,  and  frankly  testifies,  seemingly 
as  an  adequate  apology,  "  that  he  went  on  the  undertaking  as 
a  matter  of  friendship  for  Mr.  Stephenson,  and  i*eceived  not 
one  dollar  for  it." 

It  is  to  be  regretted  that  he  is  not  alone  in  his  fiimsy  view 
of  the  law,  and  that  he  has  so  large  a  following  of  others  wlio 
regard  the  act  of  becoming  a  surety  as  simply  perfunctory? 
and  not  one  of  the  necessary  safeguards  against  the  possible, 
and  too  frequent,  abuses  and  perversions  of  the  provisional 
remedy  of  arrest  in  civil  actions. 

The  surety  was  guilty  of  perjury,  which  is  a  contempt  of 
court  {StacJchouse  agt.  French^  1  Bing.^  365). 

Section  2285,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  empowers  the  court 
to  punish  that  ofEense  by  imposing  a  fine  sufficient  to  indem- 
nify the  defendant  for  the  loss  and  injury  he  has  sustained 
through  the  surety's  misconduct,  and  by  imprisoning  him  for 
six  months  and  until  the  fine  is  paid.  The  power  to  punish 
for  contempt  is  a  branch  of  the  common  law,  adopted  and 
sanctioned  by  the  constitution  of  this  state  ( Yates  agt.  Lans- 
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inffy  9  John8.y  416;  Eagan  agt.  Lynchy  3  Civil  Pro.  H.y 
236). 

The  language  of  the  undertaking  fixes  the  maturity  of  tlie 
surety's  obligation  upon  the  date  of  the  order  (May  6, 1884) 
finally  vacating  the  arrest.  The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  has 
appealed  from  the  judgment  in  the  original  action,  is  therefore 
not  material. 

It  is  urged  that  the  surety  did  not  willfully  and  knowingly 
mislead  the  courts  and  intentionally  swear  falsely ;  if  so,  I  will 
extend  to  him  the  benefit  of  the  doubt,  and  will  not  infilct 
the  punishment  of  six  months'  imprisonment,  as  for  a  crim- 
inal contempt.  The  power  and  duty  of  the  court  is  to  redi*es8 
the  wrong  of  the  injured  party ;  it  can  make  no  diflference  to 
him  whether  the  contempt  was  designedly  or  negligently 
committed,  his  loss  is  the  same  in  either  event. 

The  actual  loss  occasioned  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the 
surety  Koller  is  the  amount  of  the  judgment  recovered 
against  him  by  Hanson,  in  the  action  upon  the  undertaking, 
to  wit,  $281.65,  with  interest,  and  fifty  dollars  allowed  as 
reasonable  counsel  fee  for  the  legal  services  required  in  the 
proceedings. 

The  surety  is  fined  that  amount  and  his  commitment  is 
directed  until  the  fine  is  paid. 


N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Nelson  Zabriskie  agt.  Edwabd  P.  Wilder. 
Dittrict  court  JusUeeB — PraeHee  a»  to  amended  or  eupplemental  returns. 

Although  it  seems  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  court  of  common  pleas  may 
of  its  own  motion,  order  an  amended  or  supplemental  return,  nor  is 
there  any  doubt  that  a  justice  of  the  district  court  may  himself  apply 
for  leave  to  amend  or  to  supplement  his  return,  yet  it  is  the  safe  prac- 
tice to  require  the  justice  to  so  apply  before  he  alters  or  adds  to  his  first 
return. 

Special  Terrriy  Jvlyy  1884. 
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Van  IIoeskn,  J. —  In  Waits  Practice  {vol.  4,  p.  449)  will 
be  found  a  form  for  an  additional  return  voluntarily  made  by 
a  justice.  There  is  no  doubt  that  this  court  may,  of  its  own 
motion,  order  an  amended  or  a  supplemental  return,  nor  is 
there-  any  doubt  that  a  justice  of  a  district  court  may  himself 
apply  for  leave  to  amend  or  to  supplement  his  return  {Simp- 
son agt.  Carter^  5  Johns.,  350).  There  is  moi'e  question  as  to 
whether  or  not  a  justice  may,  without  obtaining  permission 
of  the  appellate  court,  volunteer  to  make  an  amended  or  a 
supplemental  return. 

In  Barker  agt.  Webster  the  general  term  of  the  superior 
court  of  Buffalo  decided  that,  without  leave  of  the  appellate 
court,  a  justice  had  no  right  to  file  an  amendment  or  addition 
to  his  original  return ;  but  the  old  supreme  court,  in  Rudd 
agt.  Baker  (7  Johns.,  548)  impliedly  sanction  the  making  of 
supplementary  returns.  They  speak  of  the  practice  without 
disapproval,  though  they  strongly  reprehend  the  conduct  of 
the  justice  in  that  particular  case,  because  he  was  so  extremely 
amiable  that  he  made  a  fresh  supplementary  return  whenever 
either  of  the  parties  called  upon  him,  though  he  did  not 
think  it  necessary  to  make  his  numerous  returns  at  all  consistent. 

My  own  judgment  is  that  it  is  the  safer  practice  to'  require 
the  justice  to  apply  for  leave  before  he  alters  or  adds  to  his 
first  return.  Notice  may  then  be  given  to  both  litigants,  and 
neither  party  will  be  surprised,  when  the  case  comes  on  for 
argument,  at  finding  that  the  justice  has  changed  the  papers 
on  which  the  appeal  is  to  be  heard.  I  will  therefore  direct 
the  amended  return  to  be  taken  from  the  files,  but  ajs  the 
question  raised  is  not  without  diflSculty,  and  as  there  is  a 
decision  of  high  authority  that  permits  the  filing  of  a  sup- 
plementary return,  I  will  impose  no  costs. 

There  is  no  need  of  an  amended  return.  The  appellant's 
remedy  is  under  section  3049.  The  return  need  not  contain 
proof  of  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal  upon  the  respondent. 
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SUEROGATE'S  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Probate  of  the  Last  Will  and  Testament 

of  William  S.  Bogart,  deceased. 

WiU — Ecidenee  of  due  execution — Svbecnbing  toitnesiet  need  not  aubioribe 

in  each  other' e  presence. 

Where  the  evidence  showed  that  deceased  signed  the  paper  propounded, 
and  acknowledged  the  signature  to  be  his,  declared  the  instrument  to 
be  his  last  will  and  testament,  and  requested  the  witness  G.  to  become 
a  witness  thereto;  that  subsequently  he  requested  the  witness  F.  to 
sign  "as  a  witness/'  byt,  according  to  his  testimony,  without  either 
acknowledging  the  signature  or  declaring  it  to  be  his  will ;  the  testator 
is  shown  to  be  familiar  with  the  requisite  formalities  attending  the 
execution  of  a  will ;  the  attestation  clause  being  faulty  in  that  it  omits 
to  state  that  the  witness  signed  at  the  request  of  the  testator: 

Beld,  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  will  to 
subscribe  as  witnesses  in  each  other's  presence. 

The  testimony  of  a  subscribing  witness  who  signed  the  will  in  the  presence 
of  the  testator  alone,  is  not  conclusive  on  the  question  of  due  execution, 
when  it  appears  that  it  is  to  his  interest  that  the  will  should  be  set  aside. 

Under  such  circumstances,  where  the  other  testimony  is  favorable  to  due 
execution,  and  it  is  shown  that  the  testator  knew  the  contents  of  his 
will,  and  knew  the  formalities  required  for  due  execution,  and  there 
is  an  attestation  clause  alleging  due  publication,  the  will  may  be 
admitted  to  probate. 

Kings  county^  Marchy  1884. 

RufuB  T.  Origgs  and  M.  J.  McKenna^  for  executor  and 
proponent. 

Eastmcm    dh    Ga/rretson   and    SoornU   <6   De  Witty    for 
contestants. 

Besqek,  S,  —  The  evidence  in  these  proceedings  shows  the 
deceased  signed  the  paper  propounded,  and  acknowledged 
the  signature  to  be  his,  declared  the  instrument  to  be  his  last 
will  and  testament,  and  requested  the  witness  Gray  to  become 
a  witness  thereto ;  that  subsequently  he  requested  the  witneas 
Vol.  LXVn       40 
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Fowler  to  sign  "  as  a  witness,"  but  according  to  his  testimony, 
without  either  acknowledging  the  signature  or  declaring  it  to 
be  his  will. 

The  question  before  me  is  whether  the  instrument  has  been 
sufficiently  proved  to  authorize  its  being  admitted  to  probate. 
The  statute  provides  that  the  testator  shall  sign  in  the  presence 
of  the  witnesses,  or  acknowledge  the  signature  to  be  his,  and 
declare  the  instrument  to  be  his  last  will  and  testament. 
The  attestation  clause  is  faulty  in  that  it  omits  to  state  that 
the  witnesses  signed  at  the  request  of  the  testator.  Now,  in 
view  of  this,  is  it  competent  for  this  court  to  admit  the  paper 
to  probate  ?  The  testator  is  shown  to  be  familiar  with  the 
requisite  formalities  attending  the  execution  of  a  will,  for  they 
were  observed  at  the  time  Mr.  Gray  became  a  witness,  as 
testified  to  by  him,  and  this  was  previous  to  Flower  becoming 
a  witness. 

^'  The  result  of  the  authorities  upon  the  probate  of  wills  is 
that  the  question  of  the  due  execution  of  a  will  is  to  bo  determ- 
ined, like  any  other  fact,  in  view  of  all  the  legitimate 
evidence  in  the  case,  and  that  no  controlling  effect  is  to  be 
given  to  the  testimony  of  the  subscribing  witnesses"  {Orser 
agt.  OraeTy  24  iT.  Y,j  52).  And  if  the  person  executing  the 
will  is  shown  to  be  familiar  with  the  law  upon  the  subject, 
the  presumption  that  the  formalities  have  been  observed  is 
very  strong,  and  should  the  testimony  of  a  subscribing  witness 
amount  to  a  positive  denial,  the  relative  weight  of  the  conflict- 
ing proof  would  then  depend  upon  the  apparent  integrity  and 
intelligence  of  the  witness,  and  the  circumstances  surrounding 
the  particular  case  {Orser  agt.  Orsery  24  N.  Y.j  63,  54). 

Fowler's  testimony  should  be  carefully  scrutinized.  He 
is  an  interested  party ;  the  manner  of  giving  and  its  matter 
are  such  as  to  lead  me  to  conclude  that  he  cannot  in  this  mat- 
ter be  relied  upon.  The  m&xim  ^^fai%u%  in  uno^  faUua^  in 
omnibusy^  applies  with  unusual  force.  He  is  a  party  to  these 
proceedings,  and,  though  a  man  of  more  than  ordinary  intelli- 
gence, says  he  does  not  know  whether  or  not  he  is  interested, 
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or  whether  he  will  be  benefited  by  the  instrument  being 
rejected  —  a  statement  unworthy  of  credence.  There  are 
other  portions  equally  improbable  and  unworthy  of  belief. 
I  therefore  do  not  think  it  should  be  considered  in  determin- 
ing the  question.  When  a  party  in  a  civil  action  deliberately 
swears  false  to  one  material  part  of  his  testimony,  and  the 
jury  are  satisfied  that  he  has  so  sworn  false  —  intentionally 
false  —  they  are  not  only  at  liberty,  but  it  is  sometimes  the  duty 
of  the  jury,  to  reject  the  whole.  The  maxim  is  ^^faUvs  in  uiw^ 
faUua  in  omnibus  ^^  {Moett  agt.  People,  <&o.,  85  iV'.  Y.j  373). 

Though  undoubtedly  the  general  rule  is  that  an  uncontra- 
dicted witness  must  be  believed,  it  is  subject  to  the  qualifica- 
tion that  when  his  testimony  is  improbable,  he  is  interested, 
or  where  he  is  impeached,  the  court  or  jury  is  not  bound 
blindly  to  adopt  his  testimony  as  ti'ue  {JSlwood  agt,  T/te 
Western  Union  Telegraph  Co.y  45  iV^.  Z".,  553;  Gilder- 
sleeve  agt.  Landon,  73  N.  Y,,  609 ;  Moett  agt.  People^  i&Cy 
supra;  McNulty  agt.  Hand,  86  N,  y.,  546).  In  Orser 
agt.  Orser  {supra)  there  was  an  attestation  clause,  one  witness 
wari  dead,  and  the  other  testified  to  facts  whiph  negatived  the 
contention  that  the  proper  formalities  had  been  observed,  yet 
the  court  said  the  jury  were  at  liberty  to  find  the  proper 
execution  of  the  instrument.  It  is  true  that  there  was  a  full 
attestation  clause,  and  therefore  the  question  remains,  whether 
or  not  there  is  a  presumption  from  the  circumstances. 

The  attestation  clause  is  sufficient  as  a  declaration  that  it  is 
his  will,  and  the  sole  question  is  whether  or  not  I  can  conclude 
there  was  an  acknowledgment  of  his  signature.  Even  under 
Mitchell  agt.  MitcheU  (77  N.  T".,  596 ;  S.  6%  26  Hun,  97) 
an  acknowledgment  was  here  proved.  When  Fowler  was 
requested  to  become  a  witness,  the  signature  of  the  deceased 
was,  ho  said,  in  full  view.  That  circumstance  was  there 
conceded  by  the  court  to  be  suflicient.  The  case  was  distin- 
guished from  Baskin  agt.  Baskin  (48  Barb,,  200),  affirmed 
in  court  of  appeals,  where  that  was  held  a  sufficient  acknowl- 
edgment under  the  statute. 


\ 
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In  Hands  agt.  James  {Comyne^  631)  the  court  said  :  "  An 
attestation  clause  is  not  required  by  the  statute,  and  whether 
inserted  or  not,  it  must  be  proved.  If  inserted  it  does  not 
conclude,  but  it  may  be  proved  contra^  and  the  verdict  may 
find  co7itra ;  then  if  not  conclusive  when  inserted  the  omission 
does  not  conclude  it  was  not  so,  and  therefore  must  be  proved 
by  the  best  proof  which  the  nature  of  the  thing  will  admit." 

Again,  in  Graft  agt.  Pawlet  (2  Sira}u/e,  1 109)  the  attestation 
clause  was  defective  in  that  it  did  not  state  a  signing  in  the 
presence  of  the  testator.  The  court  held  it  was  evidence  to 
be  left  to  a  jury  of  a  compliance  with  all  the  circumstances, 
and  a  verdict  was  given  for  the  will. 

In  Bnce  agt.  Smith  (  Willes^  1)  the  witnesses  were  both 
dead,  and  the  attestation  clause  was  defective  in  not  stating 
that  the  instrument  had  been  signed  by  the  witness  in  the 
presence  of  the  testator.  The  court  held  the  will  was  well 
f  junded,  relying  upon  Uands  agt.  James  {supra).  Chancellor 
Walworth,  in  Chaffer  agt.  Baptist  Missionary  Convention 
(10  Paiges  Ch.j  90),  says :  "  Indeed  it  has  been  decided  that 
a  formality  of  this  kind,  not  noticed  in  the  attestation  clause, 
may  even  be  presumed  from  circumstances  after  the  witnesses 
to  the  will  are  dead,"  citing  Croft  agt.  Pawlet  {supra)  \ 
Brice  agt.  SmiiJi  {supra) ;  and  Hands  agt.  Jam^  {supra). 

The  circumstances  here  relied  upon  are  that  the  testator 
was  familial*  with  the  requisite  formalities  {Orser  agt.  Orser^ 
supra) ;  knew  its  contents  and  character  {Gilbert  agt.  Knox 
et  al.,  62  N.  y.,  125) ;  the  will  was  in  the  handwriting  of  the 
testator.  Since  January  1,  1838,  when  the  present  English 
statute  of  wills  took  effect,  the  courts  have  had  to  consider 
the  question  now  before  me.  I  do  not  apprehend  there  is 
any  difference  in  the  force  of  an  attestation  clause  under  their 
law  from  that  under  ours.  It  is  true  their  statute  declares  no 
formal  attestation  necessaiy,  a  declaration  which  coincides 
with  the  construction  of  our  own  legislation  upon  the  subject. 
Their  statute,  as  ours,  prescribes  certain  formalities,  and  any 
presumption  that  is  available  in  their  courts  can  be  Iji^'   :•    -" 
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in  by  us.  In  re  Seagram  (3  NoUb  of  CaseSy  436)  there  was 
no  attestation  clause ;  the  will  was  admitted  though  the  wit- 
nesses were  dead.  The  same  in  In  re  Johnson  (2  Carteret 
84).  The  same  in  In  re  Luj^man  (5  Notea  of  Cases^  183), 
where  the  attestation  dause  was  defective  and  the  whereabouts 
of  the  witnesses  unknown. 

In  Leech  et  al.  agt.  Bates  (6  Notes  of  CaseSy  699)  two  codi- 
cils purported  to  be  signed  by  the  testator  and  attested  respect- 
ively by  witnesses,  the  clause  of  attestation  being  imperfect, 
one  witness  deposed  to  facts,  which,  if  true,  would  show  that 
the  statnte  had  not  been  complied  with,  but  circumstances 
proved  that  his  recollection  could  not  be  relied  upon.  Held, 
as  positive  affirmative  evidence,  was  unnecessary,  the  presump- 
tion from  the  circumstances  was  that  the  proper  formalities 
had  been  observed.  And  in  Wright  agt.  Rogers  (Z.  i?., 
Probate  and  Divorce  \yol,  1],  678)  the  same  was  held  where 
one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  was  dead  and  the^other  testified 
that  the  witnesses  did  not  sign  in  the  presence  of  the  testator. 

There  is  an  additional  question  to  be  examined,  and  that  is 
whether,  in  view  of  the  circumstances  that  the  witness  Fowler 
was  produced  upon  the  part  of  the  proponent,  the  rule  applies 
that  as  he  was  presented  as  a  credible  witness  the  proponent 
cannot  ask  for  a  finding  in  opposition  to  his  uncontradicted 
testimony. 

Under  section  2618  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  the 
proponent  was  bound  to  examine  the  witness  to  the  will. 
He  was  competent  to  testify  on  direct*  examination  {Trustees 
of  Avhum  Seminary  agt.  Calhoun^  25  JT.  Z".,  425),  though 
not  upon  the  part  of  the  contestants,  as  to  transactions  with 
the  deceased.  Where  the  law  obliges  one  to  call  a  witness 
he  may  be  impeached  (1  Cheerdeaf  on  Evidence^  443),  and  a 
party  is  at  liberty  to  contradict  the  testimony  of  his  own 
witness,  though  indirectly  he  may  be  impeached  thei'eby 
{Idem). 

Here  the  testimony  of  this  witness  is  not  sufficient  to  over- 
throw the  presumption  arising  from  the  circumstances. 
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I  do  not,  therefore,  think  this  forms  any  objection  to  the 
conclusion  to  which  I  have  arrived,  which  is  that  the  instru- 
ment was  properly  executed  and  should  be  admitted  to  probate. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 


Adah  Haberstich,  appellant    agt.  Fbsdebioe  L   Fisohbb, 

respondent. 

Praeiice  da  to  moving  a  eatuefor  trial — When  party j  other  than  the  one  teTio 
noticed  it  for  trial,  may  mow  it  —  Code  of  CivU  Procedure,  section  077. 

Though  under  ordiuAry  circumstances  the  party  only  who  has  noticed 
a  cause  for  trial  can  move  it  for  that  purpose,  yet  when  a  cause  has 
been  specially  set  down  for  the  day  on  v/hich  it  was  moved,  and  no 
objection  was  made  to  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  move  it,  and  the 
plaintiff's  counsel,  after  the  jury  was  drawn,  simply  refused  to  proceed 
with  the  trial,  the  court  was  justified  in  directing  a  dismissal  of  the 
complaint. 

Mrsi  Departtnetitj  General  Term,  June^  1884. 

Before  Davis,  P.  t/!,  and  Daniels,  «/. 

Appeal  from  an  order  setting  aside  the  dismissal  of  a  com- 
plaint at  the  circuit,  on  the  payment  of  the  term  fee,  disburse- 
ments and  costs  of  motion. 

Henry  H.  Morange^  for  appellant. 

W.  H.  dk  D.  M.  Van  Cott^  for  respondent. 

Daniels,  J. —  The  position  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  party  only  who  has  noticed  a  cause  for  trial 
can  move  it  for  that  purpose,  is  under  ordinary  circumstances 
a  correct  statement  of  the  law  {Code  of  CivU  Procedure j  sec. 
977).  But  this  case  differs  in  its  controlling  circumstances 
from  those  in  which  this  legal  proposition  has  been  applied. 


NKW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  819 


Haberstich  agt.  Fischer. 


It  was  first  called  for  trial  on  Monday,  the  seventh  of  April, 
when  it  was  announced  to  be  ready  by  the  plaintiffs  counsel 
except  that  one  of  his  witnesses  was  not  then  able  to  attend.  For 
that  reason  the  trial  was  postponed  until,  the  following  Monday, 
when  the  cause  was  again  called,  and  a  person  representing 
the  plaintiffs  counsel  stated  him  to  be  unwell.  It  was  then 
put  over  until  the  next  day  with  a  peremptory  direction  that 
it  must  then  be  tried.  On  that  day  this  excuse  was  repeated 
and  in  like  manner  the  case  went  over  to  the  following  day, 
with  the  announcement  that  in  case  the  counsel's  disability 
continued,  other  counsel  must  be  engaged  to  try  the  cause  on 
that  day.  The  plaintiffs  counsel  was  on  that  day  in  attend- 
ance at  the  court  and  applied  for  a  further  postponement  of 
the  trial.  This  was  opposed  by  the  defendant,  who  was  ready 
to  proceed,  and  a  jury  was  directed  to  be  impanneled.  Up  to 
this  point  no  objection  appears  to  have  been  made  that  the 
cause  could  not  be  moved  for  the  want  of  notice  from  the 
defendant.  But  it  had  been  at  all  times  treated  as  entirely 
under  the  control  of  the  court.  There  was  no  irregularity, 
therefore,  in  impanneling  the  jury,  who  were  in  readiness  to 
hear  the  cause.  The  plaintiffs  counsel  was  then  directed 
to  proceed,  but  declined  to  do  so,  and  the  complaint  was  there- 
upon dismissed. 

This  proceeding  seems  to  have  been  entirely  regular.  The 
cause  had  been  specially  set  down  for  the  day  on  which  it  was 
moved,  and  no  objection  was  taken  to  the  right  of  the  defend- 
ant to  move  it,  and  acting  upon  this  apparent  acquiescence  in 
his  right  the  jury  was  drawn.  The  cause  was  then  regularly 
before  them,  and  as  long  as  the  plaintiffs  counsel,  after  that, 
simply  refused  to  proceed  with  the  trial  the  court  was  clearly 
justified  in  directing  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint.  It  could 
as  well  be  done  then  as  it  could  if  the  plaintiff  had  endeavored 
to  make  out  his  right  to  recover  by  proof  and  had  failed  in 
doing  so.  The  court  would  not,  under  such  circumstances, 
be  deprived  of  the  power  to  dismiss  the  complaint  because  the 
defendant  had  not  served  notice  of  trial.     The  pbwer  was 
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equally  as  complete  ovei*  the  action  as  soon  as  the  jury  had 
been  impanneled  and  were  in  readiness  to  proceed  with  the  trial 

Upon  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  dismissal,  the  court  ordered 
that  to  be  done  on  the  payment  of  the  costs  and  disbursements 
of  the  term,  together  with  the  costs  of  the  motion:  This  was 
as  favorable  a  disposition  as  the  plaintifiE  could  reiisonably 
expect,  and  the  order  should  therefore  be  affirmed,  with  the 
usual  costs  and  disbursements. 

Davis,  P.  J.,  concurred. 


N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
William  K.  Bioketts  agt.  Thb  Mayor,  (feo.,  of  Kew  Yobk. 

IfwfTark  {eUy  of) — Supreme  court  erier^s  salary  not  to  he  reduced  by  board 
of  estimate  and  asseument  —  ConaoUdation  act  should  be  limited  to  future 
.  appointmerUa. 

By  chapter  206  of  Laws  of  1805,  the  justices  of  the  supreme  court  for  the 
first  judicial  department  were  authorized  to  appoint  a  crier  of  said 
court  in  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  and  his  compensation  was 
to  be  fixed  by  the  board  of  jsupervisors: 

Msld^  that  where,  in  pursuance  of  such  authority,  a  crier  was  so 
appointed  and  his  salary  so  fixed,  the  board  of  estimate  and  apportion- 
ment had  no  right,  under  the  consolidation  act  (Laws  of  1882,  chap, 
410),  to  reduce  such  salary  during  the  term  for  which  he  was  appointed. 

The  consolidation  act  should  be  limited  to  future  appointments  made 
under  its  provisions  without  disturbing  any  rights  which  had  vested 
prior  to  its  enactment. 

Oeneral  Term^  June^  1884. 

Before  Daly,  Ch.  e/.,  Labbemobb  and  Beach,  J  J. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintifiE,  whose  salary  as 
crier  of  the  supreme  court  was  reduced  in  December  last  by 
the  board  of  estimate  and  apportionment,  to  have  it  adjudged 
whether  such  reduction  was  legal. 
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John  G.  Shaw^  for  plamtiflE. 

Damd «/.  Dean^  assistant  corporation  counsel,  for  defendant. 

Larbemore,  «/.  —  By  chapter  296  of  the  Laws  of  1865,  the 
justices  of  the  supreme  court  for  the  first  judicial  department 
were  authorized  to  appoint  a  crier  of  said  court  in  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York,  and  his  compensation  was  to  be 
fixed  by  the  board  of  supervisors  of  said  county.  The  jus- 
tices, in  pursuance  of  the  authority  thus  conferred,  appointed 
a  crier  whose  annual  salary  was  fixed  by  the  board  of  super- 
visoi-s  at  $2,500.  The  plaintiff  was  duly  appointed  to  fill  a 
vacancy  thereafter  occurring  in  said  office,  and  has  since  con- 
tinued to  discharge  its  duties.  By  the  consolidation  act  {chap. 
410,  Laws  of  1882)  the  act  of  1865  is  re-enacted,  the  board  of 
estimate  and  apportionment  being  substituted  for  the  board 
of  supervisors  (^S!^  1116,  Consolidation  Act).  In  December, 
1883,  the  board  of  estimate  and  apportionment  reduced  and 
fixed  the  annual  salary  of  said  crier  at  $1,500,  and  the  comp- 
troller of  the  city  has,  since  January,  1884,  refused  to  pay 
the  plaintiif  at  any  other  rate.  -He  is  a  public  officer,  and 
was  appointed  before  the  adoption  of  the  consolidation  act, 
which  is  clearly  local  in  its  character,  and  should  be  construed 
in  harmony  with  article  3,  section  18  of  the  Constitution  of 
1875,  which  prohibits  legislative  enactments  in  a  private  or 
local  bill  "  creating,  increasing  or  decreasing  fees,  per  centages 
or  allowances  of  public  officers  during  the  term  for  which 
said  officers  are  elected  or  appointed."  Under  the  ruling  in 
The  People  ex  rel.  OasB  agt.  Lee  (28  Hun^  469),  and  Kerri- 
gan agt.  Force  (68  N.  J".,  381),  the  harmony  of  construction 
is  preserved  which  limits  the  consolidation  act  to  future 
appointments  made  under  its  provisions,  without  disturbing, 
any  rights  which  had  vested  prior  to  its  enactment. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  in  his  favor. 

Daly,  0.  J.,  and  Beach,  J.,  concur. 
Vol.  LXVII        41 
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CITY  COUET  OF  NEW  YORK. 

Kaufman  Kaufman  and  Isaiah  Kaufman,,  plaintiffs,  agt. 

IsiDOBB  Lindner,  defendant 

4Ji>de  of  OivU  Procedure,  eectian  12QS —When  bankrupt  not  eniiUed  to  dis- 
charge of  judgment  under  this  section. 

r     f 

Under  section  5117  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States^  which 
'provides  that  "no  debt  created  by  the  fraud  of  the  bankrupt  shall  be 
discharged  by  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,"  those  claims  which  have 
^en  incurred  by  any  false  repr.esentations  or  pretense  of  the  bankrupt, 
or  purchases  made  with  the  preconceived  Intent  of  not  paying  for  them, 
are  fraudulently  contracted,  and  the  debts  thus  arising  are  not 
discharged. 

7he  nature  of  the  action  and  character  of  the  claim  is  not  to  be  determ- 
ined by  the  demand  of  the  complaint,  for  the  reason  that  prior  to  the 
amendment  of  1879  {adding  subdioision  4  to  section  549  of  the  Code  of 
'Civil  Procedure),  the  complaint  should  not  contain  the  allegations  of 
fraud;  but  when  the  affidavits  upon  which  the  order  of  arrest  was 
granted  disclosea  a  claim  incurred  by  the  false  representations  of  the 
l)ankrupt,  it  is  not  discharged  by  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy. 

Special  Termj  JunCy  1884. 

Hyatt,  J. — Tliis  is  a  motion  by  a  judgment  debtor  claim- 

■faig  to  have  been  discharged  in  bankruptcy  from  the  debt  on 

which  the  judgment  in  this  action  was  recovered,  for  an  order 

directing  the  clerk  oi  this  court  to  cancel  and  discharge  the 

;8aid  judgment  of  record. 

The  motion  is  made  under  and  pursuant  to  section  1268  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Pi'ocedure,  and  the  facts  are  as  follows : 
The  plaintife  recovered  judgment  against  the  defendant  May 
21, 1874,  for  $416.23,  on  a  demand  for  goods  sold  and  deliv- 
ered and  for  money  loaned  by  them  to  the  defendant,  which 
became  due  and  payable  before  the  27th  day  of  April,  1874. 
On  said  last  mentioned  day  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  were 
begun  against  the  'defendant,  in  which  he  is  called  "Israel " 
liindner,  and  on  May  9,  1874,  he  was  duly  adjudicated  a  bank- 
:rupt.    On  May  22,  1882,  the  defendant  was  discharged  in 
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bankruptcy  under  the  name  of  "Israel"  Lindner  from  the 
payment  of  all  debts  due  from  him  on  and  before  April  27, 
1874,  not  excepted  by  section  5117  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
the  United  States. 

An  order  of  arrest  was  granted  and  the  defendant  arrested 
thereunder,  as  appears  by  the  certificate  of  the  sheriff  of  the 
service  of  the  order,  [affidavits  and  summons ;  the  defendant 
appeared  in  the  action,  but  failed  to  answer  or  demur  to  the 
complaint. 

The  affidavits,  upon  which  the  order  of  arrest  was  granted, 
aver  the  purchase  of  goods  by  the  defendant  from  the  plain- 
HSb  upon  his  representations  that  he  had  a  valuable  stock  of 
jewelry  in  his  store ;  that  by  reason  of  paying  out  large  sums 
of  money  he  was  then  short,  but  expected  soon  to  pay  all  he 
owed  plaintiffs ;  that  he  owed  very  little  to  any  one  else,  and 
that  his  stock  was  all  paid  for  except  a  few  hundred  dollars ; 
they  further  aver  that  the  plaintiffs  believing  and  relying  upon» 
the  representations  of  the  defendant,  sold  and  delivered  to  him< 
a  quantity  of  goods ;  that  the  said  representations  were  false  ;. 
that  the  defendant  was  wholly  insolvent ;  that  he  did  not  pay 
either  the  plaintiffs  or  others  to  whom  he  was  largely  indebted,- 
and  that  he  had  removed,  concealed  or  secreted,  the  said  stoek: 
from  his  store  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  his  creditors; 

Section  6117  (supra)  provides  that  "no  debt  created  by  the* 
fraud  of  the  bankrupt  shall  be  discharged  by  proceedings  in 
bankruptcy,"  Claims  usually  comprised  under  this  title,  are 
those  which  have  been  incurred  by  any  false  representations 
or  pretense  of  the  bankrupt.  Purchases  made  with  the  pre- 
conceived intent  of  not  paying  for  them,  are  fraudulently  con- 
tracted, and  the  debts  thiis  arising  are  not  discharged  under 
this  section  {Stewart  agt.  Emeri^m^  8  Benedicts  Hi,  462). 

The  judgment  in  this  action  did  not  merge  the  alleged: 
frand ;  the  court  can,  for  the  purposes  of  the  bankruptcy  stat- 
ute, go  behind  the  judgment,  to  see  whether  the*  olaim^upom 
which  it  was  recovered  was  created  by  fraud  {In/  re-  Paiiersonit 
1  Benedicts  -ff.,  807 ;  In  re  Whitehouae,  4  id,,  63 ;  Warner 
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agt.  Krmikhitc^  13  trf.,  52).  The  defendant  oontends  however 
that  t'lis  action  was  upon  contract,  because  the  complaint, 
which  was  served  after  the  granting  of  the  order  of  arrest,  was 
for  a  sum  of  money  only,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  and 
money  loaned,  and  that  the  claim  npon  which  the  judgment 
was  recovered,  was  therefore  discharged  by  the  operation  of 
the  defendant's  discharge  in  bankruptcy. 

The  nature  of  the  action  and  character  of  the  claim  is  not 
to  be  determined  in  the  case  at  bar,  by  the  demand  of  the 
complaint,  for  the  reason  that  prior  to  the  amendment  of  1879 
{adding  svi.  4  to  sec.  549,  Code  of  Civil  Pro.)  it  had  been  well 
settled  that  in  this  claas  of  cases  the  complaint  should  not 
contain  the  allegations  of  fraud. 

In  my  judgment  the  affidavits,  npon  wliich  the  order  of 
arrest  was  granted,  disclose  a  claim  incurred  by  the  false 
representations  of  the  bankrupt,  which  was  not  discharged  by 
the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy. 

If  I  am  right  in  my  conclusion,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider 
whether  the  defendant  ja  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  discharge 
granted  to  bust  in,  the  nanpip  of'  ^^  Israel "  instead  of  Isidore. 

The  motion  jjs  denied,  with  teA  dollars  costs. 


SPPBEME  QOTJET. 
Meeohanits'  Nauonai..  Bank  of  St.  Paul  agt.  IIenrt 

K.    SoXTTHWiCK. 

Umry^Note  drawn,  dcUed^  signed,  delivered,  n^qde  payable  and  first  used 
in  tJiis  state,  but  given  for  a  precedent  debt  arising  in  another  state — By  what 
usury  laws  to  be  governed. 

A  note  drawn,  dated,  signed,  delivered,  made  payable  and  first  used  in 
the  state  of  New  York,  but  given  for  a  precedent  debt  arising  in  and 
owing  to  a  resident  of  another  state,  is  to  be  governed  by  the  usoiy 
laws  of  New  York,  and  not  those  of  the  other  state. 

Nem  York  Circuity  August^  1884. 
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Motion  bj  defendant  for  a  hew  triaL 

L.  B.  BwrmdL^  for  plaintifE. 

T.  F.  Wentworih^  for  defendant 

Vann,  e/l  —  Upon  the  trial  of  this  action  it  appeared  that 
prior  to  March,  1882,  the  defendant  had  subscribed  for  stock 
of  the  Sionx  Falls  Water-Power  Company,  [a  corporation 
organized  under  the  laws  of  and  carrying  on  its  business  in 
Dakota  territory,  to  the  amount  of  $10,000,  and  that  certain 
relatives  of  his  had  subscribed  for  a  like  amount.  Fifty  per 
cent  only  had  been  paid  upon  these  subscriptions,  when,  in 
March,  1882,  one  Elwell,  the  president  and  treasurer  of  the 
company,  came  to  New  York,  with  authority  to  collect  the 
remainder  and  demand  from  the  defendant  the  balance  of  his 
subscription.  The  defendant  at  first  denied  his  liability,  but 
was  finally  ^*  convinced  that  he  was  probably  liable,  and  agreed 
that  he  would  admit  a  debt  of  the  even  sum  of  $10,0f)0," 
which  was  the  amount  of  the  principal  unpaid  upon  the  sub- 
scriptions of  himself  and  relatives.  He  thereupon  drew  a 
note  at  six  months  for  $10,300,  which  included  interest  at  six 
per  cent,  but  Elwell  refused  to  accept  it,  saying  that  he  must 
have  more  interest  than  that.  The  defendant  said  that  was 
the  rate  in  this  state,  and  then  wrote  another  note,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy : 

"  $10,850.  New  York,  Ma/rch  27,  1882. 

"  Six  months  after  date  I  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the 
Sioux  Falls  Water-Power  Company,  ten  thousand  three  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dollars,  at  Hanover  National  Bank,  New  York, 
value  received. 

«  H.  K.  SOUTHWICK." 

The  defendant  delivered  this  note  to  Elwell  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  together  with  the  certificates  of  stock  and  an 
agreement,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : 
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**  Nbw  York,  March  27, 1882. 

"  Having  this  day  borrowed  of  D.  Elwell,  treasurer  of  the 
Sioux  Falls  Water-Power  Company,  ten  thousand  dollars,  and 
having  given  my  note  for  said  amount,  with  three  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars  interest  added  thereto,  and  having  pledged 
the  following  certificates  of  the  stocks  of  the  said  company,  viz. : 

Cert.  Sp.  28,  Eoyal  K.  Southwick,  25  shares $2,600 

Cert.  Sp.  26,  H.  K.  Southwick,  100  shares 10,000 

Cert.  Sp.  29,  Joseph  H.  Southwick,  25  shares 2»500 

Cert.  Sp.  27,  Joshua  Buffen,  50  shares •  ••••  5,000 

"  For  the  payment  of  said  loan  I  hereby  authorize  and 

empower  said  D.  Elwell,  treasurer,  to  sell  said  certificate  of 

stock  to  the  highest  bidder,  at  public  or  private  sale,  on  failure 

to  pay  said  note  at  maturity. 

«H.K.  SOUTHWICK.'' 

The  note  was  subsequently  discounted  by  the  plaintiff,  a 
national  banking  corporatjon  of  the  state  of  Minnesota,  by 
the  laws  of  whidi  state,  as  well  as  of  the  territory  of  Dakota, 
interest  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent  is  permitted.  At  the 
time  of  such  discount  the  stock  certificates  and  said  agreement 
were  delivered  to  the  plaintiff. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  said 
note,  and  the  defendant  answered,  setting  up  the  defense  of 
usury.  There  was  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defend- 
ant now  moves  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  ground,  among 
others,  that  on  the  undisputed  facts  the  court  should  have 
directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  as  requested  at  the  trial. 
The  question  is  whether  a  note  drawn,  dated,  signed,  deliv- 
ered, made  payable  and  first  used  in  the  state  of  New  York, 
but  given  for  a  precedent  debt  arising  in  and  owing  to  a 
resident  of  Dakota  territory,  is  to  be  governed  by  the  usury 
laws  of  New  York  or  Dakota. 

In  JewM  agt.  WtigU  (30  N.  JT.,  259),  it  was  held  that 
where  an  accommodation  note,  in  which  the  rate  of  interest 
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18  not  named,  is  dated,  signed,  delivered  and  made  payable  in 
this  state,  but  has  its  inception  by  negotiation  in  another 
state,  at  a  rate  of  interest  usurious  by  tli6  laws  of  this  state, 
the  laws  of  this  state  are  to  control  as  to  the  defense  of  usury. 

In  Dickinson  agt.  Edwards  (77  2f.  Z".,  573),  the  case  of 
Jewdl  agt.  Wright  was  held  to  be  an  authoi-itative  precedent 
and  well  decided ;  and  further,  that  where  an  accommodation 
note  is  made  in  this  state  by  a  resident  thereof,  bearing  date 
here,  by  its  terms  payable  within  tlie  state,  with  no  rate  of 
interest  specified  and  no  intention  of  the  maker  existing  that 
it  will  be  taken  elsewhere  for  discount,  if  it  is  first  negotiated 
in  another  state,  at  a  rate  of  interest  lawful  there,  but  greater 
than  that  allowed  by  the  usury  laws  here,  it  is  void. 

In  each  of  these  cases  the  instrument  was  an  accommodation 
note  that  had  no  inception  until  it  was  discounted  in  another 
state,  where  a  different  law  prevailed  in  relation  to  the  rate 
of  interest,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  there  was  any  intention 
on  the  part  of  the  maker  of  the  note  that  it  should  be  first 
used  without  this  state.  In  Jewell  agt.  Wright^  Davies,  J., 
dissented,  and  in  Dickinson  agt.  Edwards^  Eapallo  and 
Danforth,  JJ.,  dissented. 

In  Wayne  County  Savings  Bank  agt.  Low  (81  N.  T.,  566), 
it  was-  held  that  the  case  of  Dickinson  agt.  Edwards  rests 
upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  knowledge  or 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  maker  of  the  note  that  it  was 
to  be  used  out  of  this  state,  and  that  in  the  absence  of  such 
proof  it  must  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  payment ; 
and,  further,  that  where,  in  performance  on  an  agreement 
made  in  Pennsylvania,  a  note  actually  written  in  that  state 
but  dated  and  made  payable  in  New  York,  was  made  for 
the  express  purpose  of  being  used  in  renewal  of  another  note 
of  the  same  amount  then  held  in  Pennsylvania,  and  was 
forwarded  by  the  holder  to  the  maker,  a  resident  of  New 
York,  and  signed  by  him  in  that  state  and  there  mailed  by 
him  to  the  holder  in  Pennsylvania,  together  with  a  cheek  for 
the  discount  at  a  rate  lawful  in  that  state,  but  unlawful  in 
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New  York,  was  not  usurious,  npoa  the  gronnd  that  it  was 
executed  to  be  held  in  Pennsylvania,  the  laws  of  that  state 
must  govern.    All  the  judges  concurred  in  this  decision. 

In  Tilden  agt.  Blair  (21  WaU.^  241),  an  accommodation 
draft,  dated  in  Illinois,  was  by  the  acceptance  made  payable 
in  New  York,  the  place  of  residence  of  the  acceptors,  who, 
after  accepting,  returned  the  draft  to  the  drawer  in  Illinois 
for  the  purpose  and  with  the  intention  that  it  should  be 
negotiated  by  him  in  that  state  and  this  was  in  fact  done.  It 
was  held  that  it  was  to  be  regarded  as  a  contract  made  in  the 
State  where  the  draft  was  dated  and  drawn,  and  to  be  gov- 
erned by  the  usury  laws  of  that  state.  The  controlling  fact  in 
this  case  was  that  the  acceptors  intended  that  the  draft  should 
be  used  or  have  its  inception  in  Illinois. 

These  are  the  leading  and  most  recent  cases  cited  by  coun- 
sel upon  either  side,  and  they  seem  to  establish  the  following 
principles : 

That  commercial  paper  is  to  be  governed  by  the  laws  of 
the  state  where  it  is  made,  if  it  is  not  by  its  terms  payable 
elsewhere ;  but  if  by  its  terms  it  is  to  be  paid  in  a  state  other 
than  that  in  which  it  is  made,  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which 
it  is  by  its  terms  to  be  paid  must  govern ;  except,  in  either 
case,  where  it  is  made  to  be  first  used  in  another  state,  the 
laws  of  that  state  must  control. 

Although  in  the  case  under  consideration  there  was  some 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  note  in  question  was  to  bo 
ultimately  used  without  this  state,  still,  the  fact  that  it  was 
intended  to  be  first  used  in  this  state  was  not  disputed.  Not 
only  was  it  drawn,  dated,  signed  and  made  payable  in  New 
York,  but  it  was  also  delivered  and  accepted  in  this  state,  and 
it  was  intended  that  it  should  be  delivered  and  accepted  when 
it  was  drawn.  Both  the  actual  and  the  contemplated  inception 
were  here.  Its  ultimate  use  is  immaterial.  It  is  the  first  use 
that  controls.  Had  that  been  free  from  usury,  no  subsequent 
transfer  could  have  been  usurious.  Even  if  it  was  given  to 
pay  a  Dakota  debt,  or  a  debt  governed  by  the  laws  of  that 
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territory,  still,  when  the  payee  accepted  the  note  it  entered 
into  a  new  contract,  and  submitted  itself  to  the  laws  of  the 
place  where  that  contract  was  made,  and  impliedly  assented  to 
their  action  upon  it  {Stores  Conflict  of  Zaws^  sees.  261,  363). 
Upon  the  delivery  of  the  note  to  Elwell,  as  treasurer  of  the 
Water-Power  Company,  it  became  a  completed  contract  and 
operative  as  commercial  paper.  The  title  to  it  was  in  the 
company.  Nothing  remained  to  be  done  to  enable  the  com- 
pany to  maintain  an  action  upon  it  when  it  became  due.  It 
took  the  place  of  the  Dakota  debt.  A  New  York  contract 
was  by  the  voluntary  action  of  the  parties  substituted  for  the 
Dakota  contract.  The  laws  of  JNew  York  must  therefore 
govern  in  its  enforcement. 

The  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  granted,  with  costs  to  abide 
event 


K  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Maby  Crosby,  respondent,  agt.  The  Boweby  Sayings  Bank. 

Pleading — Complaint  — Demurrer —  Complaiiit  in  action  by  a  person  daim- 
ing  to  he  the  owner  of  money  depotUed  in  the  name  of  another — TfAdn 
demurrer  will  be  sustained. 

Where  the  complamt  alleged  th.e  incorporation  of  the  defendant  under 
the  laws  of  this  state,  and  that  on  and  between  certain  dates  ono 
Edward  Hewitt  deposited  with  the  defendant,  in  his  own  name,  the 
sum  of  $718.28;  tliat  the  sum  of  $498.83,  on  account  of  said  deposit  so 
made,  is  still  in  the  possession  and  custody  of  the  defendant;  that  the 
plaintiff  is,  and  was  at  the  time  above  mentioned,  the  owner  of  the 
said  money,  and  it  was  left  for  the  benefit  and  in  trust  for  the  plaintiff; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  has  duly  demanded  the  return  of  said  money, 
which  return  the  defendant  has  refused  to  make.  On  demurrer  to  the 
complaint  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action; 

Eeld,  that  the  demurrer  should  be  sustained.    The  contract  was  made 
by,  and  with  consent  of  the  plaintiff.    It  does  not  appear  that  the 
defendant  refuses  to  perform  its  contract,  and  until  it  does  so  appear 
there  is  no  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant. 
Vol.  LXVII        42 
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If  there  be  no  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  complaint,  the  defendant  is 
under  no  obligation  to  bring  in  Hewitt,  as  provided  by  section  250  of 
the  General  Savings  Bank  act  That  section  applies  to  an  action 
brought  by  the  party  in  whose  name  the  deposit  was  made  when  a 
claim  to  the  deposit  is  made  by  another  person. 

General  Term^  July  1884. 

Before  Sedgwick,  C.  «/.,  and  Tbuax,  «/. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  interlocutory  judgment  (and 
order)  overruling  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint. 

The  complaint  alleges  the  incorporation  of  the  defendant 
under  the  laws  of  this  state.  It  also  alleges  that  on  and 
between  the  24th  day  of  February,  1876,  and  the  28th  day  of 
January,  1881,  one  Edward  Hewitt  deposited  with  the 
defendant,  in  his  own  name,  the  sum  of  about  $718.23 ;  that 
the  sum  of  $493.23,  on  account  of  said  deposit  so  made,  is 
still  in  the  possession  and  custody  of  the  defendant ;  that  the 
plaintiff  is,  and  was  at  the  times  above  mentioned,  the  owner 
of  the  said  money,  and  it  was  left  for  the  benefit  of  and  in 
trust  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  duly  demanded 
the  return  of  said  money,  which  return  the  defendant  has 
refused  to  make.     Judgment  is  demanded  for  $493.23. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  this  complaint  on  the  ground 
that  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action. 

Carlisle  Norwood^  Jr,^  for  appellant. 

Ahram  Kling^  for  respondent. 

Tbuax,  J,  —  The  complaint  shows  no  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  to  return  the  money  deposited  with  it 
to  the  plaintiff.  It  does  not  show  that  the  defendant  knew 
that  the  money  was  the  plaintiff's  money,  nor  that  it  was  loft 
for  the  benefit  of  and  in  trust  for  the  plaintiff.  The  infer- 
ence to  be  drawn  from  the  complaint  is  that  the  mone^'Vas 
given  to  Hewitt  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  deposited  with  the 
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defendant  in  Hewitt's  name,  and  therefore  it  must  be  held 
that  the  plaintijQE  is  bound  bj  the  contract  which  the  defend- 
ant made  with  Hewitt,  viz.,  that  it  would  repay  the  money 
to  Hewitt,  the  depositor,  or  to  his  legal  representatives  on 
demand,  as  required  by  the  General  Savings  Bank  act  {Laws 
of  1875,  chap.  371,  as  amended  hy  Lawa  1882,  ohxip.  409, 
sec.  267). 

The  deposit  became  the  property  of  the  defendant,  and  the 
defendant  became  a  debtor  to  the  depositor  {Sims  agt.  Bandy 
6  B.  df  AdoL,  393;  People  agt.  Merchants^  cfec,  Banky 
92  N,  T.y  7).  This  contract  was  made  by  and  with  consent 
of  the  plaintiff.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  defendant 
refuses  to  perfoim  its  contract,  and  until  it  does  so  appear 
there  is  no  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant. 

In  MuLcahy  agt.  Devdin  et  al.  (17  Week,  Dig.y  308),  cited 
by  respondent,  the  complaint  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was 
the  owner  of  and  possessed  of  a  certain  sum  of  money  on 
deposit  with  a  third  person,  which  sum  of  money  in  some 
way  the  defendant,  without  the  plaintiff's  knowledge  or  con- 
sent, became  possessed  of.  Tlie  general  term  of  the  court  of 
common  pleas  held  that  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  would 
not  lie,  because  the  defendants  by  demurring  admitted  that 
the  plaintiff  owned  and  was  possessed  of  the  money  that  the 
defendant  had  appropriated  withoiit  her  knowledge  and  con- 
sent.   In  this  respect  the  two  cases  differ. 

This  action  is  to  be  distinguished  from  those  actions  in 
which  it  has  been  held  that  whenever  one  man  has  the  money 
of  another,  which  he  ought  to  pay  over,  he  is  liable  in  an 
action  of  assumpsit.  Here,  as  between  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  the  defendant  ought  not  to  pay  over  the  money  to 
plaintiff,  because  with  plaintiff's  consent  it  has  promised  to 
pay  to  another  {See  Stephens  agt.  Hadcocky  3  Bam.  db 
Adol.  354). 

Of  course,  if  there  be  no  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint, the  defendant  is  under  no  obligations  to  bring  in 
Hewitt,  as  provided  by  section  259  of  the  General  Savings 
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Bank  act.  That  section  applies  to  an  action  brought  by  the 
party  in  whose  name  the  deposit  was  made  when  a  claim  to 
the  deposit  is  made  by  another  person. 

The  judgment  and  order  are  reversed,  with  costs,  and 
demurrer  is  sustained,  with  costs. 

Srdgwice,  C.  t/. ---I  concur  with  judge  Tbuax  in  his 
opinion  that  there  is  no  legal  cause  of  action,  but  think  that 
there  would  be  an  equitable  cause  of  action  if  Hewitt  were 
made  defendant  with  proper  allegation. 


K  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

John  Bell  agt.  Janb  Yanderbilt,  administratrix,  &c.,  Thb 
Mayob,  Aldebmbn  and  Comhonalty  of  thb  Cnr  op  New 
YoBK,  impleaded  with  Alexandbb  K.  Fobdycb  and  others. 

MecKarde^  lien  law —  AmendmenU  to  —  Extending  its  provutions  to  the  erec- 
tion of  sehooUunuei  —  Notice  of  claims  may  be  fled  vrith  he<id  of  board  of 
edtieation. 

The  amendmeiits  to  the  mechanics'  lien  law,  extending  its  provisions  to 
the  erection  of  school-houses,  embraces  all  contracts,  whether  they  aro 
with  incorporated  cities  or  not,  provided  the  work  was  done  or  the 
materials  furnished  upon  land  the  title  to  which  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  contract  and  the  passage  of  the  act  in  any  city,  and  a 
notice  of  claim  which  is  filed  with  the  head  of  the  board  of  education, 
or  of  the  school  trustees  of  a  ward,  is  a  compliance  with  the  require- 
ment that  it  be  filed  with  "  the  head  of  the  department  or  bureau  hay- 
ing the  work  in  charge. " 

General  Term^  JvZy^  1884. 
Before  Daly,  C.  t/.,  Labbemobb  and  Bbaoh,  JJ. 
D.  J.  Dean  and  T.  M.  Tyng^  for  respondent. 
Joseph  JFettretch  and  Julius  lApinan^  for  appellants. 
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Daly,  C.  J.  —  It  was  held  by  this  court  in  1868,  in  Brinh- 
erhoff  agt.  Tlie  Board  of  JSducation  (2  2>aZy,  443),  aad 
affirmed  by  the  court  of  appeals,  that  the  mechanics'  lien  law 
did  not  apply  to  the  erection  of  a  school-house  or  of  any 
building  in  the  city  of  New  York  devoted  to  public  uses,  in 
consequence  of  which  ^  statute  was  passed  in  1878  to  give  a 
lien  not  upon  the  buildings  but  upon  the  moneys  due  or  to 
grow  due  for  the  work  done  or  materials  furnished  (Laws  of 
Jfew  Torkj  1878,  js?.  403).  This  act  applied  where  labor  and 
materials  were  furnished  in  pursuance  of  a  contract  made 
with  any  incorporated  city  in  this  state.  The  lien  was  given 
upon  the  moneys  in  the  control  of  this  city  due  or  to  grow 
due  under  the  contract,  and  the  lien  when  filed  became  an 
absolute  lien  to  the  full  value  of  the  work  done  or  materials 
furnished  to  the  extent  of  the  amount  due  or  to  grow  due 
upon  the  contract. 

This  peculiar  lien  could  be  acquired  by  filing,  within  thirty 
days  after  the  full  work  was  completed  and  accepted,  the 
notice  of  claim  required  by  the  act,  with  the  head  of  the 
department  or  bureau  having  the  work  in  charge,  and  with 
the  financial  officer  of  the  city,  which  claim  the  financial 
officer  was  required  to  enter  in  a  book  called  the  lien  book, 
but  no  such  lien  was  binding  unless  an  action  was  commenced 
within  ninety  days  from  filing  of  the  notice,  and  the  filing 
also  with  the  financial  officer  of  a  notice  of  the  pendency  of 
such  action. 

This  lien  could  be  foreclosed  by  a  judgment  in  the  action 
directing  the  city  to  pay  over  to  the  respective  claimants  in 
the  order  of  their  priority  as  determined  by  the  court,  the  sum 
found  due  them  out  of  so  much  of  the  money  as  might  be 
due  from  the  city  under  the  contract  against  which  the  lien 
was  filed,  which  judgment  could  be  enforced  by  execution. 

Under  this  act  it  was  held  by  the  general  term  of  this  court, 
in  1879,  in  Van  AUtein  agt.  The  May  or ^  c&c.y  that  this  act 
did  not  apply  where  the  contract  for  the  erection  of  a  school 
house  was  made  with  the  board  of  school  trustees  of  a  ward. 
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the  school  trosfees  being  a  finboixlinate  part  of  the  board  of 
education,  which  was  not  a  department  or  bureau  of  the  city 
government,  but  an  independent  body,  separate  and  distinct 
from  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York,  which  waa 
charged  with  the  performance  of  duties  not  legal  or  corporate, 
but  relating  and  belonging  to  an  administrative  branch  of  the 
government  of  the  state  {Ham  agt.  The  Mayor^  cfec,  70 
N.  r.,459). 

This  decision  was  followed*  in  1881  by  an  amendment  of 
the  act  of  1878,  by  which  amendment  another  and  final  section 
was  added  to  the  act  declaring  that  the  act  should  apply  to 
and  include  all  cases  and  contracts  under  which  work  and 
materials  had  theretofore  been  or  should  thereafter  be  done 
and  furnished  upon  any  land,  the  title  of  which  was  at  the 
time  of  making  the  contract,  and  at  the  time  of  the  passage 
of  the  act  in  any  city,  and  for  the  performance  of  which  con- 
tract appropriations  had  theretofore  or  should  thereafter  be 
made  and  raised  by  any  city,  and  that  the  act  should  apply  to 
and  include  actions  pending  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the 
act  for  work  done  and  materials  furnished  under  any  such 
contract  {Lam%  of  N.  F".,  1881,  jp.  587,  chap.  42). 

Upon  the  present  appeal  it  is  necessary  only  to  consider  the 
cases  of  the  plaintiff  Bell,  and  the  defendants  Fordyce  and 
Brown ;  for  the,  defendant  Low  had  lost  any  lien  he  may  have 
had  by  his  failure  to  commence  an  action  within  ninety  days 
as  required  by  the  statute,  and  the  remaining  defendants  have 
not  appealed. 

The  notice  for  the  creation  of  the  lien  was  filed  by  the 
plaintiflE  Bell,  and  by  the  defendants  Fordyce  and  Brown,  in 
the  year  1880,  before  the  passage  of  the  amendment  above 
referred  to,  and  therefore  come  within  the  provision  of  the 
amendment  as  cases  where  the  work  was  done  and  the  mate- 
rials had  been  furnished  before  the  passage  of  the  act,  and 
actions  for  which  were  then  pending.  The  work  was  done  in 
both  cases  under  a  contract  made  by  the  trustees  of  the  public 
schools  in  the  twelfth  ward,  for  the  mason  work  of  a  school 
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house  to  be  erected  upon  land  owned  by  the  city,  and  as  this 
was  not  a  contract  made  with  an  incorporated  city  under  the 
act  of  1878,  but  with  a  body  that  was  a  subordinate  part  of 
the  board  of  education,  there  could  be  no  recovery  under  that 
act  when  the  actions  were  brought ;  and  the  question  now 
presented  is  whether,  having  been  so  brought,  the  amended 
act  of  1881  applies  to  them. 

The  first  objection  raised  to  their  right  of  recovery  is  that 
the  amendment  of  1881  did  not  apply  to  the  school  trustees 
of  the  ward,  but  left  the  word  '^  contract "  to  be  defined  by 
the  act  of  1878,  which  limits  it  to  the  class  of  contracts  made 
with  incorporated  cities. 

The  referee  rightfully  overruled  this  objection,  and  held 
the  amendment  extended  to  all  contracts,  whether  they  were 
with  incorporated  cities  or  not,  provided  the  work  was  done, 
or  the  materials  furnished,  upon  land,  the  title  to  which  was, 
at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  contract  and  the  passage  of 
the  act,  in  any  city. 

The  next  objection  was  that  the  notice  was  not  filed  with  the 
head  of  a  department  or  bureau  having  charge  of  the  work,  the 
complaint  alleging  that  it  was  filed  with  the  head  of  the  board 
of  education,  or  of  the  school  trustees,  which  objection  the 
refei*ee  sustained  and  dismissed  the  action,  giving  judgment  for 
the  city  against  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  claiming  liens. 

His  conclusion  was  that  the  board  of  education  or  board  of 
school  trustees  was  not  a  department  or  bureau  having  charge 
of  the  work  as  required  by  the  act  as  amended,  and  this  I 
think  was  erroneous. 

If  this  construction  is  correct,  no  lien  could  be  imposed 
upon  any  moneys  payable  under  a  contract  for  the  erection  of 
a  school-house  in  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  for  by 
the  existing  laws  the  board  of  education  have  charge  of  the 
erection  of  such  structures ;  the  money  raised  by  taxation  for 
that  and  other  purposes  connected  with  public  education  is 
deposited  with  the  comptroller  subject  to  the  order  of  the 
board  of  education,  and  if  that  board  is  not  a  department  or 
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bureau,  with  the  head  of  which  the  notice  creating  the  lien 
can  be  filed  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  1878,  as  amended 
in  1881,  then  there  is  no  department  or  bureau  with  which 
such  notice  can  be  filed ;  which,  I  think,  is  not  the  meaning 
of  the  amendment. 

The  referee  refers  to  the  fact  that  the  charter  of  1878  was 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  word  "  department "  the  words 
^^and  the  board  of  education,"  as  the  charter  now  stands, 
which  he  regards  as  verj  like  a  legislative  interpi*etation  of 
the  meaning  of  the  term  "  department,"  but  the  question  is 
not  what  may  have  been  the  legislative  interpretation  of  the 
word  "  department "  in  the  year  1873,  but  what  the  legislar 
ture  meant  when,  in  1881,  they  added  by  amendment  this 
additional  provision  to  the  act  of  1877.  They  have  by  that 
amendment  declared  that  the  act  shall  apply  to  all  contracts 
under  which  work  has  been  done  and  materials  furnished  upon 
any  land,  the  title  of  which  was  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
the  contract  and  of  the  enactment  of  the  amendment  in  the 
city,  for  the  performance  of  which  appropriations  are  made 
and  raised  by  any  city.  This  intention  must  be  carried  out 
under  the  act  as  amended,  and  reading  it  as  amended  and  as 
applied  to  contracts  not  made  with  incorporated  cities,  it  must 
mean  the  body  having  charge  of  the  work,  whatever  its  name 
or  title  may  be,  or  otherwise  the  object  of  the  act  as  amended 
could  not  be  fully  carried  out,  for  there  is  nothing  to  indicate 
that  it  was  to  extend  to  every  other  part  of  the  state  of  New 
York  except  the  city  of  New  York.  If  the  words  in  the 
original  act  had  been  "  with  the  head  of  the  department  or 
bureau  of  the  city  having  charge  of  the  work,"  there  might 
have  been  more  difficulty  in  the  construction ;  but  as  the  words 
are  simply  "  the  head  of  the  department  or  bureau  having 
charge  of  the  work,"  the  body  having,  under  existing  laws, 
the  charge  of  erecting  school-houses  must  be  the  department 
or  bureau  within  the  meaning  of  the  amended  act,  in  which, 
or  rather  with  the  head  of  which,  the  notice  is  to  be  filed, 
and  that  body  in  this  city  is  the  board  of  education. 
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It  was  held  in  the  court  of  appeals  in  IlubheU  agt.  Sohreyer 
(15  AVb,  Pr,  H.j  300)  upon  the  review  of  a  judgment  of  this 
court,  ^^  that  the  mechanics'  lien  law  is  a  remedial  statute  as 
furnishing  a  summary  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  the  claims 
provided  •for,  and  that  while  it  is  to  be  strictly  con- 
strued 60  far  as  to  require  substantial  compliance  with 
every  material  provision  by  which  the  property  of  a.  third 
person  may  be  incumbered  by  the  mere  act  of  the  claimant 
and  a  cloud  put  upon  the  title,  it  is  not  to  be  so  strictly 
and  hypercritically  intei'preted  as  to  deprive  creditors  of  the 
benefit  intended  to  be  conferred;"  that  it  was  "to  be  con- 
strued in  the  same  spirit  in  which  it  was  enacted  so  as  to  carry 
out  the  benign  intention  of  the  legislature,"  *  *  * 
and  th^t  "  the  f ramers  of  the  statute  have  in  a  measure  indi- 
cated the  spirit  with  which  they  would  have  the  statute 
interpreted  and  effect  given  to  it." 

This  is  the  spirit  in  which  this  act  of  1878,  as  amended,  is 
to  be  construed.  It  must  be  so  construed  as  to  carry  out  the 
clear  intent  of  the  amendment  of  1881,  however  inconsistent 
it  may  appear  to  bo  with  the  provisions  of  the  prior  act.  It 
is  argued  that  the  act  is  to  be  construed  as  if  it  were  origin- 
ally passed  in  the  form  in  which  it  is  now  amended.  To  a 
certain  extent  this  is  true.  But  where  any  inconsistency  is 
apparent,  we  are  not  to  overlook  the  fact  that  a  subsequent 
enactment  has  changed  the  form  of  the  act,  and  where  it  is 
necessary  to  give  effect  to  and  carry  out  the  intention  of  the 
amendment,  the  prior  provision  must  give  way ;  for  where 
this  is  the  case  the  subsequent  enactment  will  control  the  pre- 
vious one  in  the  prior  statute,  for  a  statute  is  to  be  so  con- 
strued that  all  the  parts  may  have  effect  {WHKaT/hs  dLgt. 
Pritchard\.4^T.It.,?:), 

For  this  purpose-,  words  may  Be  construed  in  a  sense 
different  from  their  ordinary  one,  where  the  act  is  to  remedy 
some  existing  mischief,  and  such  a  construction  is  required 
to  render  the  remedjr  effectual  {Lyde  agt.  Bbmen,  1  IT.  cfe  IF!,. 
113;  Dwarria  on  StahO^Sy  690j^  896;.  697,  699^*.    This  con^ 
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8traction  is  to  apply  to  such  clauses  of  the  preceding  act  of 
1878  as  that  the  lien  is  to  be  "  upon  the  moneys  in  the  control 
of  the  said  city  "  in  the  second,  and  ^^  contractor  of  the  said 
city  "  in  the  fifth,  "  due  from  the  said  city  to  the  contractor  " 
in  the  eighth  section,  and  all  provisions  of  a  like  nature  which 
were  appropriate  to  the  original  act,  the  lien  being  then 
limited  to  contracts  made  with  incorporated  cities. 

Tile  counsel  for  the  city  insists  that  the  board  of  education  had 
in  good  faith  paid  over  to  Vanderbilt  the  moneys  to  which 
only  the  lien  could  attach  long  before  the  notice  of  the  plain- 
tiff Bell  or  the  defendants  Fordyce  and  Brown  had  been  filed. 

The  plaintiff  Bell  filed  his  notice  on  the  6th  of  July,  1860, 
•and  the  defendants  Fordyce  and  Brown  on  June  14,  1889. 
The  contract  was  for  $80,977,  and  there  had  been  then  paid 
upon  it  by  the  board  of  education  to  Yanderbilt  $16,500,  and 
-after  the  filing  of  the  notice  three  further  payments  were 
made  to  the  amount  of  $14,477,  which  was  the  residue  of  the 
contract  price.  These  payments  were  made  after  the  filing  of 
the  notices,  and  after,  as  we  must  assume,  the  liens  were 
docketed  in  the  comptroller's  office  in  the  book  of  liens. 

Counsel  for  the  plaintiff  insists,  as  I  understand  his  point, 
*that  the  liens  could  ncFt  apply  to  moneys  earned  after  June  8, 
1880.  Liens  are  for  work  that  has  been  done  or  materials 
i;hat  have  been  furnished,  and  they  apply  to  any  money  due 
to  the  contractor  when  the  notices  are  filed  or  which  grow 
due  under  the  contract  thereafter,  and  it  is  what  the  con- 
tractor earns  under  Tiis  contract  which  is  reached  by  the 
-"  liens  ^  {Radbownte  agt.  The  Seneca  Lake  Co.^  (&c.,  57  iT.  1^., 
215.) 

If  the  financial  officer  of  the  city,  after  these  notices  were 
filed  and  docketed  in  the  lien  book  in  his  office,  paid  what 
thereafter  became  due  upon  the  contract,  regardless  of  these 
Hens,  the  claimants  are  not  to  lose  their  right  upon  the  fund 
which  the  city  must  make  good,  the  lien  having  attached  to 
the  fund,  and  the  payment  of  it  regtudless  of  these  liens, 
ibfiing  wrongful    JTo  3«8^  however,  will  acecifi  to  the  city,  as 
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it  appears  by  the  finding  of  the  referee  that  before  the  last 
three  payments  of  $14,377  were  made  to  Vanderbilt,  he  waa 
required  to  give  a  bond  of  idemnity  with  sureties  conditioned 
that  he  would  repay  this  amount  to  the  city  if  the  lien  created 
by  the  filing  of  these  notices  were  held  to  be  valid.  The 
referee's  conclusion  is  that  the  amendment  contemplated  con- 
tracts respecting  city  work  on  city  land  so  long  as  the  work 
was  in  charge  of  one  of  the  city  departments  or  bureaus. 

The  difficulty  in  that  construction  is  that  all  contracts  for 
city  work  were  already  provided  for  in  the  previous  statute, 
which  extended  to  all  contracts  made  with  incorporated  cities, 
and  there  was  no  occasion  for  such  an  amendment.  In  fact, 
the  amendment  was  necessary  only  in  cases  like  this,  where 
the  contract  is  not  made  with  the  city  but  the  land  belongs  to 
the  city,  and  the  school-house  also,  when  put  upon  it,  where 
the  city  raised  the  amount  that  is  paid  for  erecting  it  by  tax, 
and  the  board  of  education,  under  existing  laws,  has  the  mak- 
ing of  the  contract  and  the  paying  out  of  the  money  for  the 
erection  of  the  building  by  drawing  upon  the  comptroller,, 
with  whom  the  money  appropriated  by  the  city  for  the- 
purpose  is  deposited.  The  amendment  could  only  be  required 
in  peculiar  and  exceptional  cases  of  this  kind,  and  was> 
intended,  in  my  judgment,  to  give  the  creditor  all  the  benefit 
of  the  act  of  1878  in  such  cases. 

The  finding  of  the  referee  is,  that  the  notices  were  filed 
with  the  clerk  of  the  board  of  education,  which  I  think  was 
a  substantial  compliance  witli  the  law  requiring  them  to  be 
filed  with  the  head  of  the  board.  Filing  with  the  clerk,  who 
has  charge  of  all  the  papers  and  records  of  the  board,  is  as  near 
a  compliance  with  the  statute  as  was  required,  and  there  is 
nothing  in  the  objection  on  the  part  of  the  city  that  the  clerk 
is  not  the  head  of  the  board. 

The  fmther  finding  is,  that  they  were  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  comptroller  of  the  city  of  New  York,  the  financial  officer 
of  the  city,  which  was  filing  them,  in  the  language  of  the  act« 
^'  with  the  financial  officer  of  the  city." 
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The  cases  cited  by  the  referee  and  relied  upon  bj  the  coun- 
sel for  the  city  {Cheney  agt.  Woolfj  2  Zans.j  191,  and  Rafter 
agt.  Sutherland^  13  Abb.,,  233)  have,  in  my  opinion,  no  appli- 
cation to  the  question  raised  in  this  case. 

In  the  case  of  the  plaintiff,  there  is  difficulty  in  the  fact 
that  the  contract  is  alleged  in  the  complaint  to  have  been 
made  by  Yanderbilt  with  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  common- 
alty of  the  city  of  New  York,  by  or  through  its  properly 
constituted  and  authorized  board ;  whereas  it  was  made  by  him 
with  the  board  of  school  trustees.  This  averment,  however, 
was  necessary  when  the  action  was  brought,  which  was  under  the 
act  of  1878  and  before  the  passage  of  the  amendment  of  1881. 

The  answer  of  the  defendants  Fordyce  and  Brown,  perhaps, 
avoids  this  difficulty  by  averring  the  contracts  to  have  been 
with  the  proper  authorities  of  the  city  of  New  York ;  for  the 
board  of  school  trustees  might  very  well  come  under  such  a 
designation. 

However,  as  the  case  was  not  decided  by  the  referee  upon 
any  question  arising  upon  the  pleadings,  but  upon  the  ground 
tUat  no  lien  was  or  could  be  created  by  the  notices  filed,  and 
as  aa  amendment  of  the  pleadings  could  be  allowed  in  further- 
ance of  justice,  I  think  it  would  not  be  right  to  dispose  of  this 
case  finally  upon  the  pleadings.  The  proper  way,  in  my  judg- 
ment, is  to  reverse  it,  for  the  reason  that  the  referee  erred  in 
holding  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  because  the 
notices  were  filed  with  the  Board  of  Education  and  the  Comp- 
troller, and  when  the  case  goes  back  for  retrial  the  proper 
amendments  could  be  made. 

When  the  amendment  was  passed  these  actions  were  pend- 
ing to  enforce  a  lien  for  work  done  and  materials  furnished 
under  such  a  ^contract  as  the  amendment  declared  that  the  acts 
should  apply  to. 

They  were  therefore  specifically  embraced  by  the  amendment, 
and  the  legislature  had  the  power  to  declare  that  the  proceed- 
ings in  these  actions  which  were  before  invalid  should  be  valid 
{People  agt.  Planh-Road  Company^  86  N.  Y.y  1). 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  »41 

Blatter  of  the  Opening  of  the  Spuyten  Duyvil  Park- way. 

In  my  opinion  the  judgment  upon  the  report  of  the  referee 
ehoiild  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 
Labbemore  and  Beach,  JJ.,  concurred. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Opening  of  the  Spuyten  DurviL 

Paek-way. 

Jurisdiction  of  the  eammissiajier$  of  eatimate  and  oMeument  for  opening  the 
park-way —  Laws  of  1874,  chap.  604  —  Waiver  by  aequieseenee, 

• 

A  party  may  waive  a  statutory  and  even  a  constitutional  provision  made 
for  his  benefit,  and  having  once  done  so,  he  cannot  ask  for  its  pro- 
tection. And  so,  too,  by  acquiescence,  or  failure  to  present  objections, 
he  may  waive  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  arising  out  of  the  interpre- 
tation or  construction  of  a  statute. 

Where  it  appeared  that  these  commissioners  of  estimate  and  assessment 
were  appointed  after  the  posting  of  notices  and  advertising  according 
to  law,  without  any  opposition  having  been  made  by  any  interested 
property  owner,  and  no  appeal  was  ever  taken  from  the  order  appoint- 
ing them,  and  they  proceeded  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  and 
followed  the  law  strictly  in  every  respect,  and  were  opposed  by  the 
parties  now  making  this  motion  at  every  step  of  their  proceedings, 
until  the  final  confirmation  of  their  report : 

Held,  that  the  moving  parties  are  now  precluded  from  objecting  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  commissioners  or  of  the  court  It  is  too  late  for  the 
parties  making  this  motion  to  object  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
or  to  the  right  of  the  park  commissioners  to  institute  these  proceedings. 

i\r.  Y.  Chambers^  February^  1884. 

Augv^tin  S.  Ilutchins  and  Austin  G.  Fox^  for  motion. 

Oeorge  P.  Andrews^  corporation   eounsel,  and  Arthxir 
Berry ^  of  counsel  for  the  commifisioners,  &c. 

Thomas  S.  EdaaU  and  Henry  W.  Hayden^  for  property 
owners  opposing  motion. 

Lawbence,  J. — This  is  a  motion  made  on  behalf  of  certain 
property  owners  to  set  aside  and  vacate  the  order  made  herein, 
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at  the  special  term  of  this  court,  appointing  commissioners  of 
estimate  and  assessment,  and  the  order  made  herein  at  the 
special  term  affirming  the  report  of  the  said  commissioners, 
and  the  order  made  herein  bj  the  general  term  affirming  the 
last  above  mentioned  order,  and  that  the  conrt  declare  such 
proceedings  null  and  void,  and  of  no  force  and  effect,  and  for 
such  other  and  further  relief  as  to  the  conrt  may  seem  just. 
It  would  appear  anomalous,  at  the  first  blush,  to  ask  a  justice 
of  this  court,  sitting  at  chambers,  to  vacate  and  set  aside  an 
order  made  by  the  general  term ;  but  it  is  claimed  that  under 
the  acts  pursuant  to  which  these  proceedings  were  instituted, 
no  jurisdiction  was  acquired  by  the  commissioners  of  estimate 
and  assessment,  over  the  lands  taken  and  assessed,  for  the 
reason  that  the  park-way  is  neither  a  street,  road  or  avenue 
within  the  meaning  of  chapter  604  of  the  Laws  of  1874. 
Therefore,  the  counsel  for  the  objecting  parties  urge  that 
they  are  regular  in  making  this  motion,  on  the  authority  of 
the  case  entitled,  In  the  Matter  of  the  Department  of  Pvhlic 
Parke  to  Acquire  Land^  <&c.  (85  iT.  Y.^  459),  where  it  was 
held  that  where  commissioners  of  estimate  and  assessment  had 
been  appointed  under  the  act  of  1813,  in  proceedings  for  the 
opening  of  a  street  in  the  city  of  New  York,  such  commis- 
sioners have  no  authority  to  pass  upon  the  regularity  or 
validity  of  the  proceedings  or  the  constitutionality  of  the  act 
under  which  the  proceedings  are  instituted,  and  that  the  con- 
firmation of  the  report  of  such  commissioners  only  makes  the 
report  final  as  to  the  matters  properly  submitted  to  and 
determined  by  them.  In  that  case  it  seems  to  have  been  held 
that  such  a  question  might  be  presented  by  motion  to  vacate 
and  set  aside  the  proceedings,  and  the  court  referred  in  its 
opinion  to  the  Matter  of  the  City  of  Buffalo  (78  N.  T.,  362). 
Notwithstanding,  therefore,  the  apparent  anomaly  in  asking 
the  special  term  to  vacate  an  order  of  the  general  term,  made 
after  hearing  the  parties,  I  shall  proceed  to  dispose  of  this 
motion  on  the  points  presented. 
It  is  now  well  settled  that  a  party  may  waive  a  statutory 
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and  even  a  constitational  provision  made  for  his  benefit,  and 
that,  having  once  done  so  he  cannot  ask  for  its  protection 
{See  the  opinion  of  Danfobth,  «/".,  in  the  Court  of  Appedle^ 
In  re  Application  of  Edward  Cooper y  Mayor ^  cfe<?.,  to  Acquire 
Lands  for  Gan&voort  Market^  decided  October  23, 1883). 

Now  in  this  case  I  think  it  may  be  argued,  with  very  great 
force,  that  it  is  too  late  for  the  parties  making  this  motion  to 
object  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  to  the  right  of  the 
park  commissioners  to  institute  these  proceedings.  It  appears 
by  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Berry,  the  assistant  corporation  counsel 
having  charge  of  these  proceedings,  that  on  the  5th  of 
November,  1878,  notices  that  a  motion  for  the  appointment 
of  commissioners  of  estimate  and  assessment  would  be 
made  on  November  30, 1878,  were  posted  upon  the  Hues  of  the 
proposed  park-way,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law,  and  that 
notice  was  also  duly  published  in  the  City  Becord ;  that  on  the 
4th  of  December,  1878,  the  commissioners  were  duly  appointed 
upon  the  motion  of  t^e  then  counsel  to  the  corporation,  with* 
out  any  opposition  having  been  made  by  any  interested 
property  owner. 

That  no  appeal  was  ever  taken  from  the  said  order ;  that 
thereafter  the  commissioners  of  estimate  and  assessment  pro- 
ceeded in  the  performance  of  their  duties,  and  on  or  about  the 
20th  day  of  December,  1880,  deposited  their  estimated  report 
for  objections,  and  published  and  posted  notices  of  the  same, 
and  that  their  report  would  be  presented  to  the  court  for  con- 
firmation on  February  10,  1881.  That  on  March  5,  1881, 
the  bill  of  costs  of  the  commissioners  was  presented  to  the 
coart  for  taxation.  That  the  same  was  referred  to  a  referee  to 
take  proof  and  report.  That  counsel  representing  some,  if 
not  all,  of  the  present  moving  parties,  appeared  before  the 
referee  on  numerous  occasions  in  opposition  to  the  taxation  of 
said  bill.  That  the  referee  reported  to  the  court  on  the  19th 
of  April,  1881,  and  that  the  same  counsel  opposed  the  con- 
firmation of  said  report.  That  on  the  6th  of  May,  1881,  Mr. 
justice  Baskett  taxed  said  bill  of  costs  at  the  amount  reported 
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by  the  referee.  That  from  his  decision  an  appeal  was  taken 
on  June  6,  1881,  to  the  general  term,  by  the  attorney  for  Mr. 
Van  Cortlandt,  one  of  the  present  moving  parties. 

That  on  the  29th  of  May,  1882,  the  general  terra  aiSrmed 
the  order  of  the  special  term,  taxing  said  costs.  That  on  the 
29th  of  Angnst,  1882,  the  report  of  the  commissioners  was 
presented  at  special  term  for  confirmation.  That  the  motion 
to  confirm  the  same  was  opposed,  among  others,  by  the  coun- 
sel who  had  appeared  in  opposition  to  the  taxation  of  the 
costs.  That  on  the  9tli  of  January,  1883,  an  order  was 
entered  confirming  said  report.  That  on  the  6th  and  14th  of 
February,  1883,  appeals  were  taken  from  tlie  order  of  con- 
firmation, by  both  Van  Cortlandt  and  the  city.  That  in 
March,  1883,  these  appeals  were  withdrawn  in  open  court, 
and  that  under  the  statute  of  1874  {chap.  604)  the  awards 
became  due  and  payable  immediately  upon  the  confirmation 
of  the  commissioners'  report.  Under  these  circumstances,  I 
think  it  must  be  held  that  the  moving  parties  are  now  pre- 
cluded from  objecting  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commissioners 
or  of  the  court.  Most,  if  not  all  of  them,  have  been  heard  at 
every  step  and  stage  of  the  proceedings,  and  their  objections 
have  been  duly  considered.  All  have  been  notified  as 
required  by  law.  If  there  was  anything  to  be  passed  upon  by 
the  special  term,  or  the  general  term,  which  was  not  urged  by 
counsel,  I  think  such  matters  must  be  deemed  to  have 
been  waived.  It  certainly  would  be  strange,  that  a 
party  by  aquiescence,  or  failure  to  pi'esent  objections, 
can  be  held  to  have  waived  an  absolute  constitutional  right, 
and  yet  that  such  party  cannot  be  held  to  have  waived 
the  question  of  jurisdiction  arising  out  of  the  interpretation 
or  construction  of  a  statute.  It  does  not  seem  necessary  to  go 
further  upon  this  point  than  to  refer  to  the  opinion  of  tho 
court  of  appeals  in  the  matter  of  Cooper,  hereinbefore  cited. 
As  to  such  objections  as  have  already  been  heard  and  argued 
at  the  special  and  general  terms,  I  shall  hold  myself  pre- 
cluded from  discussing  them,  and  as  to  such  objections  as 
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might  have  been  raised  by  these  parties  in  the  former  hear- 
ings, and  which  were  not  raised  (if  any  such  there  were),  I 
am  of  the  opinion  that  the  moving  parties  must  be  deemed 
to  have  waived  them.  An  examination  of  the  opinions  here- 
tofore rendered  by  the  general  term  and  special  term,  shows 
conclusively  to  my  mind  that  the  position  is  unsound,  that 
the  courts  have  detennined  that  the  land  in  question  has  not 
been  taken  for  a  street,  road  or  avenue,  square  or  public  place, 
&c.,  in  the  sense  in  which  these  terms  were  used  in  section  1 
of  chapter  604  of  the  Laws  of  1874.  Daniels,  J.,  in  deliver- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this  case  (27  Jlun^  305), 
simply  held  that  the  parkway  was  not,  strictly  speaking,  a 
street  or  avenue,  as  those  terms  w^re  used  in  chapter  483  of 
the  Laws  of  1862,  or  a  street,  avenue,  square  or  public  place 
within  chapter  86  of  the  Laws  of  1813,  and  that  the  fees  of 
the  commissioners  were  not  fixed  or  determined  by  such  acts, 
and  that  therefore  said  commissioners  were  entitled  to  receive 
a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  services  performed  by 
them.  This  was  very  fai*  from  determining  that  the  lands  in 
question  were  not  to  be  appropriated  for  public  use,  as  a 
sti'eet,  road,  avenue,  public  square  or  public  place  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  1874.  And  I  agree  with  Mr.  justice 
Potter,  that  the  general  term  has  not  held  that  the  proposed 
parkway  is  not  a  street,  avenue  or  road,  but  simply  that  it 
was  not  such  an  one  as  had  been  surveyed  and  mapped  in  the 
older  part  of  the  city,  and  as  was  contemplated  by  the  legis- 
lature when  the  acts  of  1813  and  1862  fixing  the  compensa- 
tion of  the  commissioners  were  passed.  In  conclusion,  as  this 
case  has  been  twice  presented  to  the  general  term  in  different 
phases,  and  as  the  general  term  has  not  only  affirmed  the 
taxation  of  the  costs  of  the  commissioners,  but  also  confirmed 
the  report  of  such  commissioners,  I  shall  not  assume  that 
that  tribunal  lias  acted  without  jurisdiction,  and  therefore  I 
am  of  the  opinion  that  this  motion  should  be  denied,  with  costs. 
Vol.  LXVn        44 
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SURROGATES'  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Application  for  tlie  sale  of  the  Real 
Estate  of  Caleb  B.  Lb  Babon,  deceased,  for  the  payment 
of  bis  debts. 

Claims  against  a  decedent^  presented  to  ctdministrator  and  admitted  to  be  wUid — 
On  whom  is  burden  of  proof--  Where  the  obfeetor  is  merely  a  creditor,  section 
829  of  Code  of  CivU  Procedure  exduding  a  party  interested  from  testifying 
does  not  apply. 

Upon  an  application  for  the  sale  of  the  real  property  of  a  deceased  person 
for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  it  appeared  that  such  debts  were  largely 
in  excess  of  the  value  of  the  real  estate.  A  creditor  objected  to  the 
claims  of  sisters,  heirs  and  survivors  of  decedent,  upon  the  grounds 
that  the  proof  of  the  indebtedness  was  too  indefinite,  and  because,  under 
the  Code,  the  evidence  of  these  parties  concerning  conversations  or 
transactions  with  the  decedent  should  be  excluded:* 

EM,  first,  that  these  claims  having  been  presented  to  the  administrator  and 
by  him  admitted  to  be  valid,  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  objector. 

Second.  The  testimony  as  to  conversations  or  transactions  with  the  decedent 
not  being  against  the  administrator  or  survivor  of  a  deceased  person^ 
the  objector  being  merely  a  creditor,  section  829  of  the  Code,  excluding 
a  party  interested  from  testifying  '*  against  the  executor,  administrator 
or  survivor  of  a  deceased  person,"  &c.,  does  not  apply. 

Kings  courUy,  July^  1884. 

Blanchard^  Gay  c&  Phelps^  for  administrator  and  for  Mary 
£.,  Oceana  li.,  and  Anna  G.  Le  Baron. 

George  Wilcox^  Ttufua  L.  ScoUy  Mr.  Powelly  Adrian  Van 
Sinderen  and  A.  W.  Gleasonj  for  objecting  creditors. 

Bergen,  J. —  This  is  an  application  bronght  under  section 
2750  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  directing  the  sale  of  real 
property  of  a  deceased  person  for  the  payment  of  his  debts. 
Upon  the  return  of  the  citation  a  number  of  creditors  appeared 
and  presented  their  claims.  The  claims  of  Anna  G.  Le  Baron 
for  $2,405.57 ;  Oceana  H.  Le  Baron  for  $19,305.50 ;  and 
Mary  E.  Le  Baron  for  $23,372.53 ;  and  the  administrator  for 
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the  sum  of  $926.40,  were  dispated.  It  appears  by  the  evi- 
dence that  the  personal  property  is  insufficient  to  pay  the 
debts  of  the  decedent,  and  therefore  the  creditors  are  com- 
pelled to  resort  to  the  real  estate  of  the  decedent  for  the 
payment  of  the  same.  It  also  clearly  appears  that  the  debts 
of  the  decedent  are  largely  in  excess  of  the  value  of  the  real 
estate,  and  that  in  no  event  could  the  creditor  receive  more 
than  a  small  pro  rata  amount  of  their  claims.  William  A. 
Jones,  who  has  presented  and  proved  his  claim,  objects  to  the 
claims  of  the  Le  Baron  family,  to  wit :  Oceana  H.  Le  Baron, 
Mary  E.  Le  Baron,  and  Anna  G.  Le  Baron,  who  are  sisters  of 
tlie  decedent,  first,  upon  the  ground  that  the  proof  of  the 
indebtedness  is  too  indefinite ;  second,  that  under  section  829 
of  the  Code  all  the  evidence  of  these  parties  concerning  con- 
versations or  transactions  with  Caleb  B.  Le  Baron  should  be 
excluded ;  third,  that  the  dischai^  in  bankruptcy  of  Caleb  B. 
Le  Baron  estops  these  claimants  from  establishing  their  claims. 

I  have  carefully  reviewed  all  the  testimony  taken  in  these 
proceedings,  and  am  of  the  opinion  that  these  claims  were 
sufficiently  proved,  unless  the  testimony  given  by  the  claimants 
as  to  the  conversations  and  transactions  with  the  decedent 
should  be  stricken  out.  It  appears  from  the  account  of  the 
administrator  on  file  in  this  office,  and  the  evidence  in  these, 
proceedings,  that  the  administrator  had  admitted  these  claims. 
Tlie  petitioning  creditor  simply  objects  to  the  said  claims,  but 
offers  no  evidence  to  show  that  they  are  not  valid. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  claims  having  been  presented  to  the 
administrator  and  by  him  admitted  to  be  valid  claims  against 
the  estate,  establishes  jmrna/bci^  their  validity,  and  puts  the 
burden  of  proof  upon  the  objector  {Matter  of  Fraser^  92  If. 
y.,  239).  Section  828  of  the  Code  declares  "  that  a  person 
shall  not  be  excluded  or  excused  on  account  of  interest  except 
as  otherwise  specially  provided."  Nor  do  I  think  that  it 
comes  within  the  exception  provided  in  section  829  of  the 
Code,  which  declares  "  that  a  person  or  a  party  interested  in 
the  event    *    *    <*    shall  not  be  examined  in  his  own  behalf 
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or  interest  *  *  *  against  the  executor,  administrator  or 
survivor  of  a  deceased  person  *  *  •  *  concerning  a  per- 
sonal transaction  or  communication  between  the  witness  and 
the  deceased  person,  *  *  *  except  when  the  executor, 
administrator  or  survivor  *  *  *  is  examined  in  his  own 
behalf  .  *  *  *  concerning  the  same  transaction  or  com- 
munication." To  exclude  evidence  under  this  section,  the 
case  must  be  brought  strictly  within  the  wording  of  the 
statute.  It  is  not  enough  to  be  within  its  spirit  {Seven  agt. 
National  Bank  of  Troy^  18  Hun^  228 ;  LohdeU  agt.  Lcbdell, 
36  N.  Y.y  327).  The  testimony  referred  to  is  not  against  the 
administrator  or  survivor,  as  the  statute  says  it  must  be.  The 
administrator  admits  the  claims  and  the  survivor  does  not 
object  to  the  evidence.  The  objector  is  merely  a  creditor  of 
the  decedent.  The  statute  was  enacted  to  protect  the  repre- 
sentatives of  deceased  persons,  and  they  are  the  only  persons 
who  can  take  advantage  of  it. 

The  claimants  in  this  proceeding  are  the  sisters,  heirs  and 
survivors  of  the  decedent.  They  loaned  him  a  large  portion 
of  their  property,  and  trusted  implicitly  in  his  integrity  and 
ability  to  pay  them.  In  my  opinion  they  have  a  strong  legal 
and  moral  claim  upon  his  estate  for  the  payment  of  the  same. 

The  only  question  remaining  to  be  determined  is,  does  the 
discharge  in  bankruptcy  of  Caleb  B.  Le  Baron,  in  1868, 
operate  as  a  discharge  of  these  claimants'  debts. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  claim  of  Anna  G. 
Le  Baron  arose  after  the  discharge  was  granted,  and  therefore 
is  not  affected  by  it ;  and  that  the  portions  of  the  claims  of 
Oceana  H.  Le  Baron  and  Mary  E.  Le  Baron  which  arose  prior 
to  the  granting  of  the  discharge  are  not  barred  by  it  inasmuch 
as  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  of  Caleb  B.  Le  Baron  omitted 
to  mention  them  as  creditors,  and  tliat  they  did  not  receive 
any  notice  of  the  said  proceedings,  and  that  they  had  no 
knowledge  that  he  had  been  discharged  in  bankruptcy. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  from  the  evidence  that  the  decedent, 
Caleb  B.  Le  Baron,  willfully  and  fraudulently  omitted  their 
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names  from  the  schednle  of  his  debts  in  bankruptcy ;  that  he 
never  caused  them  to  be  notified  of  the  said  proceedings  for 
his  discharge ;  that  he  knew  he  was  in  debt  to  these  claimants, 
his  sisters,  and  knew  where  they  resided,  as  they  frequently 
visited  him  at  his  office  during  and  before  the  time  when  the 
proceedings  in  bankruptcy  were  in  progress.  He  commenced, 
in  1850,  paying  money  on  account  of  his  indebtedness  to  each 
of  his  said  sistera  and  continued  so  doing  until  within  a  month 
of  his  death.  By  omitting  their  names  from  the  schedules  in 
bankruptcj',  and  keeping  them  and  each  of  them  in  entire 
ignorance  of  his  proceedings  thei-ein,  he  deprived  them  Of  the 
right  to  resist  his  discharge  or  to  participate  in  their  share  of 
the  dividends  of  his  assets. 

In  the  case  of  Batohdder  agt.  Loia  (8  j^at.  Bankncptcy 
Registery  571),  it  was  held  "  that  the  discharge  is  to  be  pleaded 
in  suits  upon  claims  in  courts  where  pending,  and  those  courts 
must  to  some  extent  determine-  the  validity  and  effect  of  the 
pleas.  No  other  court  could  consider  them  and  render  judg" 
ment  upon  them  in  those  cases.  The  provision  in  the  same 
section,  that  the  certificate  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
fact  and  regularity,  seems  to  relate  to  the  mode  of  proof  of  the 
discharge  and  not  the  effect  of  it  when  proved.  As  now 
understood,  the  provisions  of  the  bankrupt  act  do  not  prevent 
plaintiffs  from  contesting  the  validity  of  the  discharge  as  to 
them  in  this  court  by  showing  that  it  was  obtained  upon  pro- 
ceedings of  which  they  were  fraudulently  deprived  of  notice." 

In  the  case  of  Poillion  agt.  Lawrence  (T7  N,  Y.^  211),  it 
was  held  that  where  a  bankrupt  applied  for  a  discharge  in  a 
name  other  than  the  one  in  which  he  contracted  the  debt,  thus 
depriving  the  creditor  of  any  notice  of  the  application  for  his 
discharge,  that  it  could  be  attacked  in  the  court  in  which  the 
creditor  sought  to  establish  his  claim,  and  that  the  discharge 
would  be  held  .inoperative  as  to  the  debt  of  the  creditor 
defrauded  thereby  by  reason  of  the  failure  to  make  him  a 
party  to  the  proceeding  by  proper  publication  or  otherwise. 

I  am,  therefore,  led  to  the  conclusion  that  by  reason  of  the 
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bankrupt  having  willfully  and  fraudulently  omitted  the  names 
and  claims  of  his  sisters  from  his  schedules  of  his  debts,  and 
not  having  given  them  any  notice  of  the  application  for  his 
dischai'gc,  that  the  discharge  can  be  attacked  by  them  in  this 
court,  and  so  far  as  the  same  affects  said  sisters  it  is  inoperative. 

In  reference  to  the  claim  of  the  administrator  for  having 
paid  taxes  upon  property  at  East  New  York,  Kings  county, 
amounting  to  $926.40,  on  November  20, 1883,  it  appears  from 
the  evidence  that  the  same  had  accumulated  upon  the  property 
now  sought  to  be  sold  under  these  proceedings,  for  the  years 
1871,  1872, 1873,  1874,  1875  and  1876,  and  the  property  was 
sold  by  the  state  comptroller  for  arrears  of  taxes  of  those  years, 
and  that  the  administrator  redeemed  the  same  on  the  20th  day 
of  November,  1883,  in  order  that  the  property  might  not  be 
charged  with  the  additional  interest  of  ten  per  cent. 

While  the  administrator,  strictly,  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  real  estate  of  the  decedent,  and  has  no  right  to  apply  the 
personal  property  in  payment  of  claims  against  the  real  estate, 
still,  the  only  property  the  decedent  left  of  any  value  was  this 
real  estate  in  question,  and  the  administrator  having  acted  in 
good  faith,  and  for  the  best  interest  of  the  estate,  in  redeem- 
ing the  property  from  the  sale  for  the  unpaid  taxes  which  had 
been  levied  and  confirmed  as  a  lien  upon  this  real  estate  prior 
to  the  death  of  the  decedent,  I  think  that  the  same  should  be 
allowed  to  the  administrator  as  a  preferred  claim  against  the 
decedent,  with  interest  thereon  from  November  20,  1883 ;  for 
if  it  had  not  been  redeemed,  the  taxes  would  still  remain  as 
an  existing  and  first  lien  upon  this  property.  The  administra- 
tor having  paid  them,  he  should  be  subrogated  to  the  right  the 
state  had  against  the  property  for  the  unpaid  taxes. 

A  decree  may  be  entered  in  accordance  with  this  opinion 
upon  two  days'  notice. 
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N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
John  G.  Smfth  agt.  Thomas  Botlb  and  others. 

AasignmerU  —  Irregvlarity  in  certificate  €f  aeknowUdgmerU — When  aedgtk' 

ment  invalid. 

■ 

An  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  is  not  valid,  if  not  duly 
acknowledged  and  recorded. 

The  certificate  of  acknowledgment  of  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  read :  '*  On  this  (giving  the  date)  before  me  personally  appeared 
A.  and  B.,  to  me  personally  known  to  be  the  individuals  described  in 
and  who  executed  the  same,  and  who  acknowledged  to  me  that  they 
executed  the  same  for  the  purposes  therein  mentioned." 

Seld^  that  the  assignment  was  invalid  because  not  duly  acknowledged 
and  recorded,  because  the  certificate  does  not  set  forth  that  the  officer 
knew  the  persons  acknowledging  to  be  the  persons  described  in  and 
who  executed  the  conveyance.  The  irregularity  in  the  certificate 
cannot  be  cured,  so  as  to  give  the  assignee  title  or  right  over  the 
attaching  creditors. 

Special  Termy  February j  1884. 

Before  Van  Beunt,  C.  */".,  Van  Hoesen  and  J.  F.  Daly,  JJ. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  jadgnient  in  favor  of  defendants, 
entered  on  report  of  referee  dismissing  complaint  for  failure 
of  plaintiff  to  show  a  valid  general  assignment  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors  from  Clinton  H.  Smith  to  himself,  by  virtue  of 
which  he  claimec^  the  property  described  in  the  complaint. 
The  defect  in  the  assignment  was  an  irregular  certificate  of 
acknowledgment  in  these  words : 

''  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK,     )       . 
Crrv  AND  County  of  New  Yoek,  J     " 

"  On  this  twenty-first  day  of  February,  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  eighty-two,  before  me  personally  appeared 
Clinton  H.  Smith  and  John  G.  Smith,  to  me  personally 
known  to  be  the  individuals  described  and  who  executed  the 
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same,  and  wlio  acknowledged  to  me  that  thej  executed  the  same 
for  the  purposes  therein  mentioned. 

"JOHN  N.  BROWN, 
"  Commissioner  of  Deedsy  New  York  county P 

On  the  trial  before  the  referee  the  plaintiff  offered  the 
instrument,  dated  February  20,  1 882,  and  filed  in  the  office 
of  the  county  clerk  of  New  York  county,  the  same  day. 
Defendant  objected  to  the  admission  of  the  assignment  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  not  duly  executed  and  acknowledged.  It 
was  admitted  that  the  instrument  was  signed  by  the  parties 
to  it ;  that  plaintiff  took  possession  of  the  property  mentioned 
in  the  schedule  annexed  to  it ;  that  defendants  took  the  prop- 
erty referred  to  in  the  complaint,  oat  of  plaintiff's  possession 
by  virtue  of  attachments.  The  referee  allowed  the  assignment 
in  evidence,  reserving  the  question  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  the 
paper  until  the  close  of  plaintiff's  case.  The  plaintiff  rested 
and  defendant  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  on  the  ground 
that  the  assignment  was  not  duly  acknowledged  or  executed, 
as  required  by  the  statute. 

John  J,  Adam^j  for  plaintiff,  appellant 

Otto  Howiiz  and  Daniel  Clark  BriggSy  for  defendants  and 
respondents. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J,  —  An  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  credit- 
ors is  not  valid  if  not  duly  acknowledged  and  recorded 
{Laws  of  1877,  chap,  466,  sec,  1 ;  Rennie  agt.  Bean^  2  Ilun^ 
123;  Hardman  agt.  Bowen^  39  N.  Y,y  196;  Britton  agt. 
Lorem^  45  If.  Y.,  51 ;  Jones  agt.  Bach,  48  Barb,,  568 ; 
Treadwell  agt.  Sackett,  50  Barb.,  440).  If  it  be  not  duly 
acknowledged  the  recording  goes  for  nothing ;  it  is  not  recor- 
ded {Bennie  agt.  Bean,  above,  2  B,  /S,  759,  sees.  16,  20). 
In  determining  the  validity  of  the  recording  of  a  conveyance, 
it  is  the  certificate  of  the  officer  who  takes  the  acknowleds:- 
ment  that  must  be  considered,  for  unless  the  acknowledfirmenit 
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be*  certified  in  the  manner  presoribed  by  the  statute,  the 
instrument  is  not  entitled  to  be  recorded  (2  R.  /SI,  759,  sec.  16). 
The  manner  of  certifying  an  acknowledgment  is  for  the 
officer  who  takes  it  to  indorse  upon  the  conveyance  a  certifi- 
cate of  the  acknowledgment,  wherein  he  shall  set  forth  the 
matters  required  by  the  statute  to  be  done,  known  or  proved 
on  such  acknowledgment,  &c.  (2  B.  S.y  759,  sec.  15).  The 
officer  must  know  or  have  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  per- 
son making  the  acknowledgment  is  the  individual  described 
in  and  who  executed  such  conveyance  (2  B.  >&,  758,  9eo.  9). 
According  to  the  fifteenth  section  of  the  statute,  such  knowl- 
edge shall  be  set  forth  in  the  certificate. 

In  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  to-  the  assignment 
before  us,  it  is  not  set  fcH-th  that  the  officer  knew  the  persons 
acknowledging  to  be  the  persons  described  in  and  who 
executed  the  conveyance*  The  words  "  the  same "  relate  to 
nothing  and  identify  nothing.  There  is  an  utter  absence  of 
certification  by  the  officer  of  matters  required  to  foe  certified. 
It  may  be  a  clerical  error  merely,  but  the  matters  are  not  in 
the  certificate,  and  without  tliem  the  certificate  is  not  in  the 
manner  required  by  the  statute,  and  the  conveyance  was  not 
entitled  to  be  recorded. 

I  have  referred  to  the  foregoing  provisions  of  the  Eevised 
Statutes  as  applicable  to  the  acknowledgment  and  recording 
of  insolvent  assignments  for  this  reason  :  The  assignment 
act  {Laws  of  1877,  above  cited)  requires  that  the  assignment 
shall  be  duly  acknowledged  before  an  officer  authorized  to 
take  the  acknowledgment  of  deeds,  and  recorded  in  the  office 
of  the  clerk  of  the  county  where  the  debtor  resided  or  carried 
on  business  at  the  date  thereof.  The  act  does  not  state  the 
requisites  of  an  acknowledgment  nor  of  a  certificate  thereof. 

The  assignment  act  of  1860  provided  that  the  certificate  of 
acknowledgment  should  be  indorsed  upon  the  assignment,  but 
this  provision  is  omitted  in  the  act  of  1877.  The  omission 
was  probably  owing  to  the  fact  that  the  Kevised.  Statutes  are 
exnlicit  as  to  how  acknowledgments^  shall  be  taken>  and  certi- 
VoL.  LXVn        45. 
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fied.  The  act  of  1877  merely  requires  that  the  assignment 
shall  be  duly  acknowledged.  ^^  Daly  "  signifies  regnlarly,  or 
exactly  (^People  agt  WaLh&r^  23  BarKj  304),  that  is  to  say,  in 
conformity  with  some  regulation  on  the  subject ;  and  as  the 
only  role  in  the  matter  is  found  in  the  Revised  Statutes,  the 
acknowledgment  and  certificate  must  conform  to  them. 

Under  the  act  of  1860  it  was  held  that  the  assignment  was 
invalid  if  not  acknowledged  before  delivery.  Under  tie  act 
of  4877  no  time  is  fixed  for  acknowledgment,  but  it  must  be 
before  recording,  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  and  under  the 
authorities  above  cited,  if  the  instrument  be  not  acknowledged 
and  recorded,  it  is  invalid  and  passes  no  title  to  the  assignee. 

The  irregularity  in  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  can- 
not be  now  cured  so  as  to  give  the  assignee  title  or  right  over 
the  attaching  creditors,  the  defendants.  He  gets  no  title  until 
the  assignment  is  recorded.  If  no  rights  intervene  he  might 
obtain  a  proper  certificate  and  have  the  assignment  recorded 
properly,  but  his  title  to  the  assignied  property  would  vest  only 
.from  that  time. 

The  referee  was  right  in  giving  judgment  for  defendants, 
:and  it  must  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Yan  BBUfin  and  Yan  Hoesen,  JJ.,  concurred. 


CITY  CX>U11T  OF  NEW  YORK. 

Joseph  M.  Deuel,  plaintiff,  agt.  Alakson  O.  Sanfosd, 

defendant. 

OompUdnt  upon  promMory  note-^  Answer — When  not  to  be  stricken ovii  <u 

sham  or  frivoUms, 

Where  the  complaint  was  upon  a  promiflsory  note,  and  alleged  that  it  was 
'*'made  by  defendant  .to  his  own  order  for  value,  and  was  indorsed  and 
<  delivered  to  one  T.,  and  thatT.  indorsed  and  delivered  the  same  before 
maturity  to  D.»  as  plaintiff  is  informed  and  verily  believes,  who  there- 
after and  before  maturity  sold  and  delivered  the  same  to  plaintiff." 
Jind  the  answer  was  a  denial  that  the  defendant  made,  indorsed  and 
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delivered  the  note  as  alleged  in  the  complaint  to  T.  for  value,  and  of 
any  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  of  the  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint  tiiat  said  T.  before  maturity  or  at  any  time 
indorsed  and  delivered  the  said  note  to  D.,  or  that  D.  sold  and  delivered 
the  same  to  plaintiff: 
Held,  that  the  issues  raised  by  the  answer  are  material  and  the  denials 
cannot  be  stricken  out  as  sham.  The  frivolous  character  of  the  answer 
must  be  apparent  without  argument  to  make  it  frivolous. 

Special  Term^  Jtme^  1884. 

Hyatt,  J. —  Motion  to  strike  out  answer  as  frivolous  and 
sham.    The  complaint  alleges  the  making  of  a  promissory  note 
bj  the  defendant  to  his  own  order  for  value  received,  and  its 
indorsement  and  delivery  to  one  Tufts ;  also  that  said  Tufts 
indoi*8ed  and  delivered  the  same  before  maturity  to  James  M^ 
Deuel,  as  plaintiff  is  informed  and  verily  believes,  who  th^re-- 
after  and  before  maturity  sold  and  delivered  the  same  to ' 
plaintiff. 

The  first  and  second  denials  are  practically  the  same; -a. 
denial  that  the  defendant  made,  indorsed,  and  delivered  the 
note  as  alleged  in  the  complaint  to  George  A.  Tufts  for  value. 

Tlie  fourth  and  fifth  denials  are  "of  any  knowledge  or 
information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  of  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint,  that  said  Tufts  before  maturity  or  at  any  other 
time  indorsed  and  delivered  the  said  note  to  James  M.  Deuel," 
and  likewise,  that  said  "  James  M.  Deuel  sold  and  delivered 
the  same  to«the  plaintifi." 

The  issues  raised  by  the  answer  are  mateiial  {Snyder  agt. 
WhUej  6  Eow.  Pr.  li.j  321 ;  Sherman  agt.  BzuhneU,  7  Haw.  • 
Pr.  R.J  171 ;  Rcfyy  agt.  EaUock,  65  E(m.  Pr.  jB.,  412).    The ' 
denials  cannot  be  stricken  out  as  sham  (  Wyland  agt.  Tysen  ;' 
and  Thcnnjmn  agt.  Erie  R.  R.  Co.,  45  Ifi  Z.,  281,  468). 
The  plaintifiEb  argument  to  demonstrate  *  the  answer  to  be 
frivolous,  precludes  him  from  establishing  that  claim;  its 
frivolous  character  must  be  apparent  wrthout  argument  to* 
make  it  frivolous. 

Motion  denied,  with'ten  dollars  costs  to  the  dfefemfent  to 
abide  the  event. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People,  &c.,  eso  rd.  Ellen  MoInttbb  agt.  Henry  A. 
HuBLBUBT  et  al.j  as  commissioners  of  emigration  of  the 
state  of  New  York. 

Pauper  immiffrants  —  Oommiggionen  ofemigratian — Their  p&wers  and  dvMee 
as  to  euch  immigrants  —  When  courts  mU  not  iniefrfere  with  their  action. 

Congress  has  the  right  to  regulate  the  terms  upon  which  immigrants  shall 
be  allowed  to  enter  this  country,  and  have  also  the  power  to  determine 
the  manner  and  means  bj  which  such  protection  shall  be  afforded. 

^Yhere  the  commissioners  of  emigration  (who  are  the  agents  of  the  United 
States)  certify  that  they  have  made  an  examination,  and  that  they  have 
found  that  the  relators  are  persons  unable  to  take  care  of  themselves 
without  becoming  a  public  charge: 

Held,  that  upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  commissioners  had  a  right  to  say 
that  they  should  not  be  permitted  to  land,  and  this  court,  upon  ?iabea3 
corpus,  cannot  interfere  with  their  action. 

The  commissioners  of  emigration,  by  taking  the  relators  from  the  steam- 
ship and  into  their  custody,  and  permitting  them  to  land  for  the 
purpose  of  making  the  necessary  examination,  in  order  to  ascertain 
whether,  under  the  laws,  they  should  be  permitted  to  enter  the  country, 
do  not  lose  their  jurisdiction. 

iT.  Y.  Chambers^  Aug^nst^  1884. 

Pateiob;  Carney,  his  wife  and  seven  children,  and  Adam 
Slovitz^  detained  emigrants  who  landed  on  the  sixteenth  day 
of  July,  fj-om  the  Fumesia,  were  brought  before  this  court  at 
chambers  upon  a  writ  of  haieas  corpus^  and  their  discharge 
asked  for. 

Alfved  StecJd&>\  for  {^plication. 

KeUy,  dk'  MacRacy  in  opposition. 

Van  Beunt,  «/.  —  By  the  act  of  congress  relating  to  emigra- 
tion to  the  United  States,  it  is  provided  that  the  secretary  of 
the  treasury  is  charged  with  supervision  over  the  business 
of  emigration  to  the  United  States,  and  for  that  purpose  he 
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was  empowered  to  euter  into  contracts  with  such  state  com- 
mission, board  or  oflSicers,  as  might  be  designated  for  that 
purpose  by  the  governor  of  any  state,  to  take  charge  of  the 
local  affairs  of  immigration  in  the  ports  within  said  state. 
Said  act  further  provides  that  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  such 
state  commission  or  officers  so  designated  to  examine  into  the 
condition  of  passengers  arriving  at  the  ports  within  such  states 
in  any  ship  or  vessel,  and  for  that  purpose  all  or  any  of  such 
commissioners  or  officers,  or  such  other  person  or  peraons  as 
they  shall  appoint,  shall  be  authorized  to  go  on  board  of  and 
through  any  such  ship  or  vessel,  and  if  on  such  examination 
there  shall  be  found  among  such  passengers  any  convict,  idiot, 
or  any  person  unable  to  take  care  of  himself  or  herself,  with- 
out becoming  a  public  charge,  they  shall  I'eport  the  same  to 
the  collector  of  such  port,  and  such  persons  shall  not  be 
permitted  to  land. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  here  the  power  of  the  congress 
of  the  United  States  to  regulate  the  terms  upon  which  immi- 
grants shall  be  allowed  to  enter  this  country.  It  is  clear  that 
congress  has  the  right,  and  it  has  not  yet  been  held  that  the 
states  have  not  that  right,  to  prohibit  pauper  immigration, 
and  therefore  has  also  the  power  to  determine  the  manner  and 
means  by  which  such  protection  shall  be  afforded. 

They  have  therefore  provided  for  contracts  to  be  made  by 
the  secretary  of  the  treasury  with  certain  state  boards,  who, 
for  the  purposes  of  the  immigration  laws,  thereby  become  the 
agents  of  the  United  States.  Certain  powers  are  conferred 
upon  such  agents,  and  when  acting  within  the  line  of  their 
duty,  I  can  see  no  power  vested  in  this  court  to  interfere  with 
them.  In  the  cases  now  before  the  court,  the  commissioners 
certify  that  they  have  made  an  examination  and  that  they  have 
found  that  the  relators  are  persons  unable  to  take  care  of 
themselves  without  becoming  a  public  charge.  Upon  this 
state  of  the  record,  the  commissioners  had  a  right  to  say  that 
they  should  not  be  permitted  to  land,  and  this  court,  upon 
habeas  carpus,  cannot  interfere  with  their  action. 
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It  is  urged,  however,  that  becanse  the  relators  hare  been 
taken  from  the  steamship  and  have  been  taken  into  the 
custody  of  the  commissioners  of  emigration,  that  they  have 
been  permitted  to  land,  and  that  all  jurisdiction  by  the  com- 
missioners has  been  lost. 

It  must  be  observed  that  the  examination  need  not  be  upon 
the  ship,  and  the  only  reference  to  the  vessel  is  in  connection 
with  a  power  given  to  the  commissioners  to  go  on  board  and 
through  any  vessel  for  the  purposes  of  such  examination,  but 
the  act  nowhere  requires  the  examination  to  be  held  upon 
shipboard.  It  is  true  that  the  relators  have  been  allowed  to 
leave  the  ship,  and  thus  may  be  said  to  have  been  permitted 
to  land ;  but  the  language  of  the  act  is  to  be  construed  not 
literally,  but  in  the  light  of  the  duties  to  be  performed  under 
it.  The  relators  are  under  the  custody  of  the  agents  of  the 
United  States  government,  having  been  there  placed  in  order 
that  the  examination  might  be  made  to  ascertain  whether, 
under  the  laws,  they  should  be  permitted  to  enter  the  country, 
and  it  is  this  permission  which  is  evidently  referred  to  ih  the 
act  where  it  speaks  of  permission  to  land. 

Could  it  be  argued  for  a  moment  that  if  the  relators  had 
been  taken  possession  of  by  the  quarantine  authorities  and 
placed  in  one  of  their  hospitals  upon  one  of  the  islands  in  the 
bay,  for  sanitary  reasons,  and  before  they  had  come  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  commissioneis  of  emigration,  that  sadx 
commissioners  would  have  no  authority  to  exercise  the  powers 
conferred  upon  them  by  congress? 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  illustration  clearly  shows  that  no 
technical  meaning  is  to  be  given  to  the  words  "  permitted  to 
land,"  but  that  they  are  to  be  construed  as  referring  to  a  per- 
mission to  enter  the  country,  and  I  am  therefore  of  the 
opinion  that  the  writs  should  be  dismissed. 
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Matter  of  the  Objections  filed  by  Woodward  &  Worthlngton. 


N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Objections  filed  by  "Woodward  &  Worth- 
iNGTON,  appellants,  to  the  claims  of  Philip  L.  Meter,  respond- 
'  ent,  under  the  general  assignment  of  Alyes  Feioelstook. 

Attiffnment — CUUfM,  Iioto  proKd — Proof  of  debt  in  hankrupiey  when  not  a 
waiver  of  a  eredUor'B  right  to  share  in  the  tUvidende  of  an  assigned  estate — 
Power  of  referee  appointed  to  pass  assignee's  aeeount  to  extend  the  time  in 
which  other  claims  may  he  fled. 

The  books  of  a  firm  are  competent  and  proper  evidence  to  determine  the 
amount  of  a  claim  in  favor  of  one  partner  against  the  other,  so  as  to 
entitle  the  claimant  to  share  in  the  dividends  of  an  assigned  estate, 
even  though  the  objections  to  the  claim  are  made  by  a  creditor  of  the 
assignor  having  no  relations  to  the  firm  and  being  a  stranger  to  the 
transactions  set  forth  in  the  books. 

Proof  of  debt  in  the  bankruptcy  of  the  assignor,  without  disclosing  the 
lien  under  the  assignment,  does  not  waive  the  creditor's  right  to  the 
dividend. 

Aneonia  Brass  and  Copper  Co.  agt  Babbitt  (74  N.  T.,  805),  distinguished, 
and  sections  5075  and  5105  of  the  United  States  Revised  Statutes 
construed. 

In  any  event,  to  entitle  a  creditor  to  claim  a  waiver  by  his  co-creditor  to 
a  dividend  out  of  the  assigned  estate,  by  reason  of  the  latter's  proof  of 
debt  in  bankruptcy,  it  must  affirmatively  appear  that  the  proving  creditor 
had  knowledge  of  his  hen  under  the  assignment. 

A  referee  appointed  to  pass  the  assignee's  accounts,  and  to  hear  and 
determine  the  issues  raised  by  objections  to  certain  claims,  has  the 
power  to  extend  the  time  in  which  other  claims  may  be  filed,  so  as  to 
entitle  them  to  a  distributive  share  in  the  assets^ 

OeneraZ  Term^  July^  1884. 

Before  C.  P.  Daly,  C.  «/".,  Larremore  and  Bbaoh,  JJ. 

Charles  M.  HaUy  for  appellant. 

Ira  Leo  Bamberger^  for  respondent. 

Larremore,  J. — On  July  10, 1876,  Alves  Feigelstock  made 
a  general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  all  his  creditors  to 
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William  I.  Preston.  In  the  schedule  of  said  ereditore  the 
amount  of  the  claim  of  I.  T.  Meyer  &  Co.,  New  York,  is  put 
down  as  unknown,  as  an  unascertained  balance  due  after  the 
accounts  were  written  up.  Meyer  &  Co.  had  previously 
made  an  insolvent  assignment  (October  20, 1875)  to  Frederick 
Lewis,  in  which  no  mention  is  made  of  the  claim  against 
Feigelstock.  But  Meyer  testified  that  such  omission  was  not 
his  fault.  A  reference  was  ordered  by  this  court  to  pass  the 
account  of  Preston  as  such  assignee,  and  to  hear  and  determine 
the  issues  raised  and  objections  made  to  any  claims  presented. 
A  report  was  made  and  confirmed  by  this  court  July  23, 1883, 
overniling  the  appellant's  exceptions  thereto,  and  of  which  he 
now  asks  a  review. 

It  appears  by  the  record  that  on  December  9,  1876,  Meyer, 
who  had  carried  on  business  un4er  the  firm  name  of  Isaac  T. 
Meyer  &  Co.,  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt  by  the  United  States 
district  court,  and  subsequently  made  a  composition  with  his 
creditors,  which  was  allowed  by  said  court  by  its  order  July 
20, 1877.  After  this  composition  was  effected,  Isaac  T.  Meyer 
and  Lewis,  his  assignee  under  the  general  assignment,  trans- 
ferred the  claim  against  Feigelstock  to  Philip  L.  Meyer,  who 
presented  and  proved  the  same  before  the  referee,  who  allowed 
it  at  the  sum  $59,960.25,  and  interest  thereon.  Two  other 
claims  against  Feigelstock  which  had  been  assigned  to  Philip 
L.  Meyer,  were  also  allowed  by  the  referee,  one  of  $3,567.05 
and  interest,  to  S.  I.  Bendiner;  another  of  $563.50  and 
interest,  to  William  F.  Mittendorf. 

Feigektock  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt  July  31,  1877,  in 
which  proceedings  Lewis,  general  assignee  of  Isaac  T.  Meyer, 
and  Bendiner  and  Mittendorf  were  petitioning  creditors  upon 
their  respective  claims  as  unsecured  debts.  Bendiner  and 
Mittendorf  proved  their  claims  in  bankruptcy  without  stating 
the  fact  that  they  were  named  as  creditors,  in  the  general 
assignment  of  Feigelstock  to  Preston. 

It  was  agreed  upon  the  argument  that  all  objections  to  the 
form  of  the  report  should  be  waived,  and  that  the  appeal 
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flatter  of  the  Objections  filed  by  Woodward  &  Worth ington. 

should  be  heard  upon  its  merits.  This  brings  np  for  review 
the  exceptions  filed  to  the  report  by  Woodward  and  Worthing- 
ton  as  to  the  three  claims  of  Philip  L.  Meyer,  which  were 
allowed  by  the  referee. 

^irst  The  indebtedness  of  Feigelstock  to  Isaac  T.  Meyer  in 
the  sum  of  $68,459.61. 

Whatevei-  suspicion  attaches  to  the  fact  of  the  omission  of 
this  claim  from  the  schedule  made  and  verified  by  Isaac  T. 
Meyer,  October  29,  1876,  the  referee  could  not  disi'cgard  the 
books  of  account  and  the  testimony  of  the  witness  Kobb.  I 
think  the  evidence  offered  justifies  the  conclusion  >  that  tho 
alleged  indebtedness  existed  and  was  properly  allowed  by  the 
referee. 

Second.  The  Mittendorf  and  Bendiner  claims. 

To  these  the  first  objection  raised  was  that  their  presentation 
was  made  too  late  for  recognition.  The  answer  to  this  objec- 
tion is  found  in  the  order  of  reference.  The  referee  was 
authorized  to  fix  the  time  when  claims  should  be  presented, 
and  as  incident  thereto  had  the  power  to  enlarge  that  time  for 
sufficient  reason  shown. 

The  second  objection  urged  is  that  the  several  claimants  par- 
ticipated in  the  bankruptcy  proceedings  against  Feigelstock 
upon  what  appeared  to  be  unsecured  debts,  suppressing  the 
fact  that  they  were  entitled  to  a  dividend  j>ro  rata  under  the 
general  assignment  made  by  Feigelstock. 

In  Ansonia  Brass  and  Copper  Co.  agt.  Babbitt  (74  -ST.  7"., 
395)  the  plaintiff  had  a  specific  lien  by  execution  and  levy 
upon  the  property  in  question,  but  proved  his  debt  before  the 
register  in  bankruptcy  without  disclosing  his  lien,  and  directed 
the  sheriff  to  return  the  execution  immediately.  In  this  case 
it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  by  proving  its  debt  without  dis- 
closing its  security,  had  released  its  lien,  and  the  property 
passed  to  the  assignee  freed  therefrom. 

But  it  cannot  be  seriously  contended  that  creditors  like 
Meyer,  Mittendorf  and  Bendiner,  under  a  general  assignment 
without  preferences^  are  included  within  the  class  referred  to 
Vol.  LXVn        46 
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in  sections  5075  and  5105  of  United  States  Kevised  Statutes, 
nor  in  the  decision  of  judge  Yan  Hobsbn,  In  the  Matter  of 
Backer  (2  Abb.  JHf.  C.j  879).  It  does  not  appear  that  at  the 
time  the  said  creditors  proved  their  claims  in  bankruptcy, 
they  had  any  knowledge  that  they  had  been  named  in  the 
insolvent  assignment,  and  without  such  knowledge  there  could 
be  no  waiver  of  their  claims. 

The  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  should  both  be 
affirmed,  with  costs. 


SUrREME  COURT. 


The  Psople  ex  rd.  Ellen  McIntybb  agt.  Hbnsy  A.  Husl- 
BUBT  et  al.y  as  commissioners  of  emigration  of  the  state  of 
New  York. 

Pauper  %mmigrant»  —  Stay  of  proceedings  mU  not  be  granted  pending  appeal 
from  order  dismiseing  torit  of  habecu  eorptu  to  try  ike  queHion  of  the  deten- 
tion of  pauper  immigrante  detained  by  the  eommieeionere  of  emigration, 

A  decision  under  one  writ  of  habeae  corpus  refusing  to  discharge  a  person 
restrained  of  iiis  liberty,  does  not  bar  the  issuing  of  a  second  writ  by 
another  court  or  officer. 

As  the  rule  affords  the  relator  a  speedy  method  of  ascertaining  the  views 
of  the  judges  who  constitute  the  general  term,  and  secures  to  him  all 
the  benefits  of  an  appeal,  a  stay  of  proceedings  will  not  be  granted. 

It  seems  doubtful  whether  the  state  courts  possess  jurisdiction  to  release 
the  relator  from  the  restraint  in  which  he  is  held,  as  the  commibsioners 
of  emigration  are  to  be  regarded  as  officers  of  the  United  States  in  ref- 
erence to  the  examination  of  pauper  immigrants. 

The  practical  effect  of  granting  a  stay  of  proceedings  in  this  case  would 
be  to  enjoin  agents  of  the  federal  government  from  exercising  functions 
devolved  upon  them  by  a  law  of  the  United  States  relating  to  a  subject 
matter  clearly  within  the  legislatiye  powers  of  congress.  Even  if  the 
state  courts  have  concurrent  jurisdiction,  the  federal  tribunals  clearly 
constitute  the  most  appropriate  forum  within  which  to  test  the  con- 
stitutionality of  such  legislation. 

If.  Y.  Chambers^  August^  1S84. 
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Application  for  a  stay  of  proceedings  pending  appeal  from 
judge  Yan  BsuNTy  dismissing  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  in 
the  case  of  Adam  Slovitz,  one  of  the  pauper  immigrants 
detained  by  the  commissioners  of  emigration  {See  ante^  356). 

Charles  Steckler,  for  the  motion. 

^eUy  <&  MoRae,  opposed. 

Bartlett,  e/". — I  have  car^nlly  considered  the  facts  pre- 
sented upon  this  application,  and  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  I  ought  not  to  grant  a  stay  of  proceedings. 

The  relator's  counsel  truly  says  that  the  questions  involved 
are  novel  and  important,  and  he  desires  to  have  them  examined 
by  the  appellate  branch  of  the  supreme  court  before  his  client 
is  sent  back  to  Europe.  But  he  can  obtain  the  opinions  of  the 
general  term  justices,  or  a  majority  of  them  at  once,  without 
waiting  until  they  meet  as  a  court  in  October.  The  questions 
already  passed  upon  by  Mr.  justice  Van  Brunt  may  successively 
be  presented  to  the  general  term  justices  in  a  proceeding  of 
the  same  character.  A  decision  under  one  writ  of  habeas  cor- 
pus  refusing  to  discharge  a  person  restrained  of  his  liberty 
does  not  bar  the  issuing  of  a  second  writ  by  another  court  or 
officer.  This  is  the  law  of  England,  of  the  federal  courts  and 
of  the  state  of  New  York  {Ex parte  Partington^  13  M,  &  IF., 
679 ;  Ex  parte  Kaine^  3  Blatohford^  1 ;  People  ex  rel.  Law- 
rence agt.  Brady ^  56  N,  y.,  132).  The  rule  affords  the  relator 
a  speedy  method  of  ascertaining  the  views  of  the  judges  who 
constitute  the  general  term,  and  secures  to  him  substantially 
all  the  benefits  of  an  appeal. 

These  remarks  are  based  upon  the  assumption  that  this  court 
possesses  jurisdiction  to  release  the  relator  from  the  restraint 
in  which  he  is  held.  It  does  not  seem  to  me  by  any  means 
clear,  however,  that  such  is  the  case.  While  the  authority  of 
a  state  court  or  of  one  of  its  judges  upon  writs  of  habeas  cor- 
pus to  inquire  into  the  detention  of  a  person  held  in  custody 
within  the  territory  of  the  state  cannot  be  denied  because  the 
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proceedings  reqnire  a  constmction  of  the  Constitntioa  and 
Laws  of  the  United  States,  the  federal  courts  ckim  exclusive 
jurisdiction  in  cases  where  the  restraint  is  exercised  by  officers 
of  the  United  States  acting  under  their  Laws  (TarhWa  case,  13 
Wallace,  397;  Ii(M  agt.  Connolly j  111  U.  -SI,  at  foot  of 
page  637).  "  If  a  party  thus  held  be  illegally  imprisoned, " 
said  Mr.  justice  Fikld,  in  the  former  case,  "  it  is  for  the  courts 
or  judicial  officers  of  the  United  States  alone  to  grant  him 
release. "  I  think  the  commissioners  of  emigration  are  to  be 
regarded  as  officers  of  the  United  States,  within  the  meaning 
of  these  decisions,  in  performing  the  duties  imposed  upon 
them  by  the  act  of  congress,  approved  August  3,  1882,  in  ref- 
erence to  the  examination  of  pauper  immigrants.  ' 

If  this  view  is  correct,  the  practical  effect  of  granting  a  stay 
of  proceedings  in  this  case  would  be  to  enjoin  agents  of  the 
federal  government  from  exercising  fimctions  devolved  upon 
them  by  a  law  of  the  United  States  relating  to  a  subject  matter 
clearly  within  the  legislative  powers  of  congress.  Even  if  tlie 
state  courts  have  concurrent  jurisdiction,  the  federal  tribunals 
clearly  constitute  the  most  appropriate  forum  within  wliich  to 
test  the  constitutionality  of  such  legislation.  They  have 
proved  no  less  efficient  than  the  state  courts  in  asserting  the 
right  of  personal  liberty  {Ex  paHe  Lange,  18  WaUa^y  163 ; 
Ex  parte  Btielly  3  DiUonj  116).  However  poor  the  relator 
may  be,  he  is  represented  by  zealous  and  faithful  counsel, 
who  by  means  of  the  writ  of  haheaa  tsorpus  can  readily  bring 
before  the  federal  courts  the  distinctively  federal  questions 
involved  in  this  case,  confident  that  '^  the  United  States  are 
as  much  interested  in  protecting  the  citizen  from  illegal 
restraint  under  their  authority  as  the  several  states  are  to  pro- 
tect him  from  the  like  restraint  under  their  authority,  and  are 
no  more  likely  to  tolerate  any  oppression"  {Tarhl^a  case,  13 
Wallace^  397).  The  application  for  a  stay  of  proceedings 
must  be  denied. 
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K  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

The  Metbopolitan  Telephone  and  Teleobaph  Company 

agt.  The  Colwell  Lead  Company. 

Now  York  (cUy  of)  —  Obametion  of  street^  lUgTU  of  idegraph  company  to 
erect  poles  in  a  street — Legislature  no  power  to  authorize  such  erection. 

The  legislature  has  no  power,  so  far  as  the  rights  of  abutting  owners  are 
involved,  to  authorize  the  use  of  the  streets  of  the  city  of  New  York 
for  the  erection  of  poles  to  conduct  telegraph  and  telephone  wires,  the 
legislative  authority  over  the  streets  being  limited  to  a  regulation  of 
use  for  which  the  streets  aue  held  by  the  city  in  trust,  which  is  to  appro- 
priate and  keep  them  open  as  public  streets;  and  such  erection  of  tele- 
graph poles  is  not  a  street  use,  and  does  not  come  within  the  terms  of 
the  trust  A  telegraph  company  cannot  therefore  invoke  the  equitable 
power  of  the  court  to  restrain  interference  by  abutting  owners  with  its 
poles  in  city  streets;  even  though  its  lines  have  been  erected  under 
legislative  sanction. 

Special  Terni^  Augitstj  1884. 

Motion  for  an  injunction. 

Burton  N.  Harrisc/n  and  H.  O.  Ai/uoatevy  for  the  motion. 

Z.  E.  ChiUenden,y  opposed. 

Ingbaham,  J.  —  In  the  limited  time  at  my  disposal  I  shall 
only  attempt  to  state  the  conclusions  to  which  I  have  arrived 
after  a  careful  and  somewhat  extended  examination  of  the 
principles  involved,  and  the  authorities  to  which  my  attention 
has  been  called. 

The  act  of  1813,  under  which  the  street  in  question  was 
taken  for  a  public  street,  provides  that  upon  the  confirmation 
of  the  report  of  the  commissioners  appointed  under  said  act 
by  the  supreme  court,  "  the  said  nMryor,  aldermen  and  com- 
monalty of  the  city  of  New  York  shall  become  and  be  seized 
in  fee  of  the  said  lands,  &d.,  in  the  report  mentioned,  that 
shall  or  may  be  required  for  the  purpose  of  opening  the  said 
streets,  &c.,  in  trust,  nevertheless  that  the  same  be  appropri* 
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ated  and  kept  open  for  or  as  part  of  a  public  street,  &c.,  for- 
ever, in  like  manner  as  the  pablio  streets,  &c.,  in  said  city  are 
and  of  right  oaght  to  be/' 

The  fee  thus  vested  in  the  city  was  in  tmst  for  a  specified 
purpose,  limited  by  the  purpose  for  which  the  property  was 
taken,  and  the  tmst  upon  which  it  was  held ;  and  the  use  to 
which  the  property  could  be  put  by  the  city  must  be  limited 
by  said  trust,  viz.,  to  be  appropriated  and  kept  open  as  a  pub- 
lic street.  In  Ths  People  agt.  Kei^i^l  N.  Z.,  188),  and  the 
cases  that  have  followed  that  case,  it  was  held  that  a  street 
railroad  authorized  by  the  legislature  to  be  built  in  a  street 
was  valid  as  a  proper  regulation  as  a  street  use.  In  the  case 
of  Mahady  agt  Bvshwick  Hailroad  Comvany  (91  N.  Y^ 
148)  the  court  upheld  those  cases  as  deciding  that  such  a  horse 
railroad  wai^  a  structure  consistent  wLth  the  rights  of  the 
abutting  owners  in  the  streets,  and  these  cases  can  now  only 
be  considered  as  authority  for  holding  that  such  a  railroad  is 
a  street  use,  and  a  use  which  it  is  within  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  control.  The  power  of  the  legislature  over  the 
street  is,  however,  not  unlimited ;  it  is  to  govern  and  regulate 
such  use  or  interest  in  the  land  as  vested  in  the  corporation 
under  the  provision  of  the  law  for  the  taking  of  the  property. 
The  city  took  the  property  in  trust  to  appropriate  it  as  a  pub- 
lic street,  and  so  far  as  it  held  it  for  a  public  street  it  was  sub- 
ject to  the  control  of  the  legislature. 

That  the  power  of  the  legislature  over  the  streets  is  limited, 
and  that  the  legislature  had  no  authority  to  authorize  a 
structure  in  a  street  tliat  is  inconsistent  with  such  street  use, 
was  held  in  the  Story  case  (90  N.  T".,  122),  and  in  discussing 
the  question  in  that  case,  judge  Danfobth,  says,  at  page  155 : 
"Within  this  principle  its  (the  street's)  surface  might  be 
broken  up  for  the  insertion  of  gas  or  water  pipe,  or  sewers, 
or  occnp5ed  by  rails  imbedded  therein  for  surface  railroad,  but 
its  limit  would  be  found  in  these  and  like  uses."  It  appears, 
therefore,  that  the  power  of  the  legislature  is  limited  to  a 
regulation  of  the  use  for  which  the  property  is  held  by  the 
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city  in  trust.  As  jndge  Danfobth  says  in  the  Story  case 
{sujpraj  167) :  "  It  is  certainly  well  settled  that  when  a  grant 
is  made  or  tmst  created  for  a  specific  and  defined  purpose,  the 
subject  of  the  grant  or  trust  cannot  be  used  for  another  and 
foreign  purpose  without  the  consent  of  the  parties  from  whom 
it  was  derived,  or  for  whose  benefit  it  was  created. 

Under  this  statute  the  city  takes  the  fee  in  trust  to  be 
appropriated  for  a  public  street.    That  is  ^^a  specific  and  ; 
defined  purpose.*'     The  property  is  paid  for  by  the  abutting  ; 
owners;  neither  the  city  nor  the  state  pay  the  amount  awarded  ^ 
for  the  taking  of  the  property,  bnt  the  owners  of  the  land  on 
the  street  pay  for  whatever  property  is  taken.    The  statute  v 
provides  thai  such  payment  shall  be  apportioned  among  such 
abutting  owners  as  they  shall  be  benefited  by  the  appropriation 
of  such  property  as  a  public  street;  and  that, such  abutting 
owners  have  an  interest  in  the  streets  is  recognized  in  the 
Story  case  {supra)  and  JUahady  agt.  Bvshwick  BaUroad  > 
Compa/thy  {supra).    I  think,  therefore,  that  the  powers  of  ! 
the  legislature  to  regulate  the  streets  are  confined  to  the  uses  ' 
for  which  they  were  taken,  viz.,  to  be  appropriated  and  kept  ■ 
open  as  public  streets.    The  plaintiff  owns  and  operates  a 
telephone  line  in  Tliirty-ninth  street^  and  uses  poles  to  conduct 
the  wires  used  in  such  business,  and  I  am  clearly  of  the 
opinion  that  such  a  use  of  the  streets  is  not  a  street  use  and 
does  not  come  within  the  terms  of  the  tmst  upon  which  thev 
city  holds  the  fee  of  the  streets ;  and  that  so  far  as  the  rights  \ 
of  abutting  owners  are  involved,  the  legislature  had  no  power  | 
to  authorize  plaintiffs  to  use  the  streets  for  such  a  purpose. 

Plaintiffs  cite  the  case  of  I^  People  agt.  The  Metropolitan 
Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company  (31  jffwn),  but  in  that 
case  the  people  were  objecting  to  the  use  of  the  streets  by 
plaintiffs,  and  plaintiffi9  had  the  consent  of  the  people  for  such 
use.  As  was  said  in  the  Story  case  {page  160),  in  speaking 
of  the  authority  given  by  the  legislature,  "so  far  as  the  public 
is  concerned  it  may  stand ;  and  not  so  far  as  to  the  individual.'' 
I  do  not  consider  it  necessary  to  express  an  opinion  as  to  tho 
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validity  of  the  license  given  by  the  city  to  the  defendants. 
Defendants  do  not  ask  the  interposition  of  the  court.  Plain- 
tifEs  do ;  and  before  the  court  should  interfere  they  must  show 
that  they  have  a  vested  right,  which  may  be  greatly  affected 
by  the  act  sought  to  be  restrained  {City  of  Nev)  York  agt. 
JUapeSy  6  Johns.  Ch,y  60). 

It  might  be  claimed  with  much  force  that,  as  according  to 
the  well  settled  rule  that  a  trustee  takes  no  greater  title  in  the 
property  conveyed  to  him  than  is  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
terms  of  his  trust,  that  the  city  of  New  York  took,  under 
the  act  in  question,  only  such  a  fee  as  would  be  necessary  to 
appropriate  and  keep  open  the  street  as  a  public  street,  and 
that  it  not  appearing  that  the  portion  of  the  street  below  the 
surface  sought  to  be  used  by  defendants  was  necessary  to  such 
use,  that  the  fee  of  such  portion  of  the  street  did  not  pass  to 
the  city  as  such  trustee,  by  reason  of  the  proceedings  under 
which  the  city  acquired  title  to  Thirty-ninth  street ;  and  con- 
sequently defendants  were  never  divested  of  tlie  right  to  use 
the  part  of  the  street  in  question  so  long  as  such  use  did  not 
interfere  with  the  use  of  the  street  as  a  public  street. 

It  is  also  claimed  that,  as  defendants  had  acquiesced  in  the 
use  of  the  street  by  the  plaintiffs,  they  should  be  now  enjoined 
from  interfering  with  such  use.  Put  as  before  said,  plaintiffs, 
and  not  defendants,  ask  for  an  injunction,  and  while  under 
such  circumstances  a  court  of  equity  might  refuse  an  applica- 
tion of  the  defendants  to  restrain  plaintiff  from  maintaining 
the  poles,  it  does  not  relieve  the  plaintiffs  from  the  necessity 
of  showing  that  some  right  that  belongs  to  them  is  about 
to  be  invaded. 

There  are  several  other  questions  that  were  discussed  in 
this  case  which  I  have  examined,  but  on  the  whole  case  I  am 
of  the  opinion  that  plaintiffs  have  failed  to  make  out  a  case 
which  would  justify  me  in  granting  the  injunction  prayed 
for,  and  the  motion  must  be  denied  and  the  temporary 
injunction  dissolved. 
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SUPREME  COTJET. 
ViEGiNiA  Ryeb,  respondent,  agt.  Frank  Rter,  appellant. 

AUnum^^  WhenpaymerU  qf,  toUenforced  bp puni$hmttU  for  eaniempt'^ 
Code  qf  OM  Proeedurs,  sses.  1772,  1778,  2386. 

An  order  adjudging  the  defendant  in  contempt  and  directing  his  commit^ 
ment  for  failure  to  pay  alimony  awarded  by  the  Judgment  in  a  dlvorcff^ 
action  to  the  plaintiff,  need  not  contain  an  adjudication  that  paynifMiA 
of  the  alimony  could  not  be  enforced  by  meaoa  of  security  or  tlld 
sequestration  of  his  property. 

Though  the  court  Is  authorized  to  relieve  a  party  from  further  ixiiipriton> 
ment,  when  it  appears  he  is  unable  to  comply  with  the  dirediuk  eon*. 
tained  in  the  Judgment,  yet  when  such  inability  arises  from  lutoilteTing 
contracted  a  second  marriage  in  defiance  of  the  prohibitioa  eontained 
in  the  judgment  recovered  agiunat  him  by  the  plaintiff « l»  ickoatlUed 
to  no  favorable  consideration. 

jFitH  Department^  Oeneral  Temiy  June^  1884. 

Bsfore  Davjs,  P.  J.^  Brady  and  DanielB).  JUL 

Daniels,  J. —  The  defendant  was  committed  to  prison  on 
the  26th  of  September,  1883,  for  a  contempt  of  court  caxiB<jd 
by  a  failure  to  pay  alimony  awarded  by  the^  jhd'gment  ih  this 
action  to  the  plaintiff  and  directed  to  be  paid!  by  him.  The 
order  adjudging  him  in  contempt  and'  dfirectihg  his  commit- 
ment contained  no  adjudication  that  payment  of  the  alimony 
could  not  be  enforced  by  means  of-seeoaity  or  tlleseqaestra- 
tion  of  his  property,  and  it  has  been  objected*  to  as  void 
because  of  that  omission.  But  neither  section  1772  nor  section 
1773  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro«ed1»re  2<eqniress  such  an^ 
adjudication  to  be  stated  or  recited'  ill  the  ordfer.-  All  thatr 
has  been  required  is  that  it  shall  appear  presumptively,  to  the • 
satisfaction  of  the  court,  that  payment  cannoM)e  enforced! by 
means  of  the  proceedings  prescribed"  by^secti6ni  1772 -or  resort- 
ing to  any  security  given  as  therein  mentioned:  Blit  that  it 
did  so  appear  before  the  determination  was  made  for  the 
Vol.  LXVII         47 
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^commitment  of  the  defendant  may  be  presumed  from  the 
facts  mentioned  in  liis  affidavits  upon  which  he  applied  for 
his  release  from  irapinsonment.  The  application  for  the  order 
was  made  upon  notice,  and  his  own  counsel  was  heard  in  oppo- 
sifion  to  it,  and  it  is  not  to  be  presumed,  when  the  order  is 
collaterally  attacked  and  has  not  been  appealed  from,  that  any 
defect  existed  in  the  proofs  upon  which  it  was  made.  Neither 
the  case  of  Isaacs  agt.  Isaacs  (61  Sow.^  369),  nor  liahl  agt. 
HahX  (14  Week.  Dig,^  560)  sustain  the  objection  taken  to  this 
order,  and,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Code  regulating  the 
proceedings  in  which  it  was  made,  it  is  to  be  presumed  to 
have  been  warranted  by  the  proofs  produced  at  that  time 
before  the  court. 

The  lease  of  the  defendant  was  more  especially  applied  for 
upon  the  ground  that  he  was  unable  to  comply  with  the  direc- 
tion contained  in  the  judgment  for  the  payment  of  alimony, 
and  when  that  may  appear  to  be  the  case,  the  court  has  been 
authorized  by  section  2286  of  the  Code  to  relieve  the  party 
from  further  imprisonment.  But  in  this  case  the  inability  of  the 
defendant  io  pay  the  small  amount  directed  of  five  dollars  per 
week  seems  to  have  arisen  out  of  the  fact  that  he,  soon  after 
the  judgment  against  him,  married  again  in  another  state,  and 
by  that  marriage  became  obligated  to  devote  his  earnings  to  the 
maintenance  of  his  second  wife.  If  it  had  not  been  for  this 
marriage  there  is  reason  to  believe,  from  the  statements  con- 
tained in  the  affidavits,  that  he  would  have  been  able  to  com- 
ply with  the  directions  for  the  payment  of  the  alimony  con- 
tained in  the  judgment;  and  as  he  disabled  himself  from 
doing  so  by  his  second  marriage,  his  disability  was  voluntary 
and  intentionally  created.  Tliis  was  done  by  an  act  prohibited 
by  the  judgment  reoovered  against  him  by  the  plaintiff,  and  in 
defiance  of  the  restraints  imposed  upon  him  by  its  terms.  It 
as  true  that  the  second  nuuriage,  notwithstanding  this  judg- 
-<ment,  was  obligatory  upon  him,  as  it  was  solemnized  out  of 
*fhis  state.  But  the  fact  that  it  was  entered  into  was  none  the 
Hess  a  violation  of  the  express  restraint  imposed  upon  him  by 
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the  judgment  action ;  and  having  disabled  himself  from  com- 
plying with  the  terms  of  the  judgment  by  this  voluntary  and 
intentional  disobedience,  he  is  entitled  to  no  favorable  con- 
sideration for  the  purpose  of  relieving  him  from  the  disability 
and  punishment  he  has  in  this  manner  brought  upon  himself. 

The  court  should  not  encourage  misconduct  of  this  charac- 
ter. For  while  required  to  be  tolerated,  it  certainly  is  not 
entitled  to  encouragement  where  the  judgment,  as  the  affidavit 
shows  was  its  form  in  this  case,  prohibits  the  party  in  fault 
from  marrying  again.  He  probably  could  be  punished  for  a 
contempt  in  disregarding  and  violating  the  provision  by  after- 
wards marrying  in  anothe!r  state,  for  the  willful  disobedience 
of  a  lawful  mandate  of  the  court  is  made  a  contempt  (Code 
of  Owil  Pro.^  860.  8,  9vbd,  8) ;  and  the  term  mandate  is  so 
broad  in  the  sense  in  which  it  was  so  used  as  to  include  ^^  a 
writ,  process  or  other  written  direction,  issued  pursuant  to 
law  by  a  court  or  judge,  or  a  person  acting  as  a  judicial  officer, 
and  commanding  a  court,  board  or  other  body,  or  an  officer 
or  other  person  named  or  otherwise  designated  therein,  to  do^ 
or  refrain  from,  doing,  an  act  therein  specified "  {Id^  seo^ 
3343,  said.  2). 

But  even  if  the  defendant  may  not  be  so  punished^  he*  is 
not  entitled  to  the  favorable  consideration  of  the  court,  after 
having  willfully  disobeyed  the  prohibition  contained  in  the 
judgment  forbidding  him  from  marrying  again  during  t)ie 
lifetime  of  the  plaintiff,  and  in  that  manner  subjecting  himself 
to  imprisonment.  As  the  case  is  now  presented,  the  order 
refusing  his  discharge  from  imprisonment  was  right  and  it 
should  be  affirmed,  with  the  usual  costs  and  disbursements. 

Davis,  P.  J.,  and  Bbadt,  J.,  concurred. 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Application  of  Annie  T.  Glsebe  for  a 
writ  of  peremptory  mandamits  against  Henbt  G.  Lioh- 
FIELD,  principal  of  the  male  department  of  grammar  school 
No.  18,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  Patbick  H.  Hobgan, 
Oeobqe  H.  Beyeb,  Daniel  J.  Moobb,  Hibam  MBBBrrr  and 
Hknbt  Matjbeb,  school  trustees  of  the  Seventeenth  ward  of 
the  city  of  New  York. 

New  York  (city  cf) — PubUe  tehoci  teachers — Haw  and  by  whom  may 
be  remold  —  What  uar&moval — Iitundamus  the  proper  remedy  where 
teacher  is  improperly  remeted, 

A  teacher  in  a  public  school  in  New  York  city  cannot  be  removed  by 
the  trustees  of  the  ward  in  which  such  school  is  situated,  except  by  the 
approval  in  writing  of  a  majority  of  the  inspectors  of  the  district,  and 
the  approval  on  appeal  of  the  board  of  education;  and  a  transfer  involv- 
ing loss  of  rank  and  pay  is  a  removal  from  the  position  occupied  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

A  teapher  so  attempted  to  be  removed  has  a  remedy  by  mandamtu  to 
compel  the  principal  of  the  school  and  the  trustees  of  the  ward,  respect- 
ively, the  former  to  place  such  teacher's  name  upon  the  monthly  pay 
rolls,, apd  the  latter  to  certify  said  pay  rolls  to  the  inspectors  of  the 
difttriQt,, 

Special  Term^  May^  1884, 

Ed^waerdiM.  Shepard^  for  relator. 

James.  J.  Xhompscmy  for  respondents. 

Fbebdman^  Jt  —  This  is  an  application  for  a  writ  of  per- 
emptory TTuamdamu^  commanding  and  requiring  Henry  C. 
Litchfield,  as  principal  of  the  male  department  of  grammar 
school  No.  13,  in  tbe^citj  of  New  York,  to  prepare  monthly 
pay  rolls  for  the  months  of  February  and  March,  1884,  in  such 
9  way  as  to  describe  therein  the  relator  as  fourth  assistant 
teacher  in  the  primary  department  of  grammer  school  No.  13, 
and  entitled  as  such  to  a  salary  at  the  annual  rate  of  2690,  and 
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at  the  moBthlj  rate  of  fifty-seven  doUare  and  fifty-one  cents, 
and  commanding  and  requiring  the  other  respondents,  as 
trustees  of  the  Seventeenth  ward,  in  which  the  said  school  is 
sitnated,  or  a  majority  of  them,  to  certify  the  said  monthly 
pay  rolls,  and  to  deliver  the  same,  when  certified,'  to  the 
inspectors  of  the  common  schools  for  the  inspection  district, 
including  the  Seventeenth  ward. 

Between  January,  1886,  and  December,  1873,  the  relator 
had  held  different  positions  as  assistant  teacher  of  a  lower 
grade  than  fourth  assistant  in  the  primary  department  of  said 
school.  In  December,  1873,  she  was  duly  appointed  by  the 
trustees  of  the  Seventeenth  ward  to  the  position  of  fourth 
assistant,  and,  except  for  about  three  terms  during  which  she 
held  the  position  of  third  assistant,  she  continued  to  hold  the 
position  of  fourth  assistant  until  February  1, 1884.  She  also 
continued  to  hold  the  Ifist  named  position  since  the  day  last 
referred  to,  unless  the  respondents  have  established  that  she 
was  legally  removed  therefrom. 

On  the  10th  of  January,  1884,  the  school  trustees  of  the 
seventeenth  ward,  at  a  meeting  held  by  them,  passed  the 
following  resolution,  viz. : 

^^  jResolvedy  That  for  insubordination  and  disrespect  to  a 
trustee,  Anna  T.  Gleese,  fourth  assistant  P.  D.  No.  13,  be 
transferred  to  the  position  of  tenth  assistant  in  said  school,  to 
take  effect  February  1,  1884." 

The  resolution  was  never  approved,  in  writing  or  otherwise, 
by  a  majority  of  the  inspectors  of  the  district  or  by  any  of 
the  said  inspectors.  The  insubordination  and  disrespect 
imputed  to  the  relator  by  the  resolution  were  alleged  to  have 
been  shown  by  her  principally  to  Patrick  H.  Horgati,  one  of 
the  trustees,  in  a  conversation  between  her  and  the  trustees 
Horgan  and  Moore,  in  the  course  of  which  she  was  charged 
with  having  corporally  punished  a  child  in  the  class  taught  by 
her. 

From  the  action  of  the  board  of  trustees,  culminating  in 
the  resolution  i-eferred  to,  the  relator,  on  the  19th  of  January, 
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1884,  appealed  to  the  board  of  education  of  the  citj  of  "Sew 
York,  whereupon,  on  the  23d  of  January,  1884,  the  trustees 
caused  a  formal  charge  to  be  made  to  the  board  of  education 
against  the  relator  for  an  alleged  violation  by  her  of  the 
by-laws  of  the  last  mentioned  board  in  relation  to  the  infliction 
of  corporal  punishment. 

The  charge  was  duly  investigated  by  the  board  of  education, 
and,  the  trustees  failing  to  substantiate  it  by  proof,  the  com- 
plaint against  the  relator  was,  on  the  6th  of  February,  1884, 
dismissed. 

The  board  of  education  then  took  up  the  appeal  of  the 
relator  from  the  action  of  the  trustees  transferring  her  to  the 
position  of  tenth  assistant ;  and,  after  an  examination  of  the 
facts  relating  to  the  subject-matter  .thereof,  sustained  the 
appeal,  and  by  resolution  of  March  26,  1884,  directed  the 
trustees  to  reinstate  her  in  the  position  of  fourth  assistant,  and 
that  such  reinstatement  should  be  dated  from  February  1, 
1884. 

This  resolution  was  duly  transmitted  to  the  trustees,  but 
they  refused,  and  still  refuse,  with  one  exception,  to  comply 
with  it.  They  did,  however,  of  their  own  motion,  and  as 
early  as  February  29,  1884,  order  a  reinstatement  by  the 
passage  of  the  following  resolution,  viz. : 

^^Besolvedj  That  Annie  T.  Gleese  be  reinstated  to  the  position 
of  fourth  assistant  of  P.  D.  No.  13  from  which  she  was  removed 
at  a  meeting  held  January  10,  1884,  to  take  effect  on  May  1, 
1884." 

The  proceeding  now  taken  by  the  relator  for  a  numdamtts 
is  taken  with  the  sanction  and  approval  of  the  board  of  educa- 
tion, whose  authority  in  the  premises  the  trustees,  with  one 
exception,  refuse  to  recognize. 

Upon  the  facts  as  they  are  made  to  appear,  and  as  to  which 
there  is  no  dispute,  it  can  hardly  be  doubted  that  the  trustees 
imdertook  to  punish  the  relator  for  having  inflicted,  as  they 
claim,  corporal  punishment  upon  a  child.  If  that  offense  had 
been  committed,  the  commission  of  it  would  have  been  a  vio- 
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lation  of  a  by-law  of  the  board  of  edncation  {Manual  of  the 
Board  of  £dttcation  [edition  of  1884],  sec.  44,  p.  120). 
Upon  the  report  of  such  a  violation  the  board  of  education 
conducts  or  directs  the  investigation,  and  if  the  charge  be 
sustained,  itself  directs  the  punishment  {Sec.  44,  8ubd.  7). 

At  the  outset  of  this  case,  therefore,  we  have  the  relator 
cliarged  with  a  violation  of  a  by-law  of  the  board  of  educa- 
tion. We  have  the  relator's  innocence  of  the  charge  conclu- 
sively established  by  the  board  of  education,  the  only  tribunal 
which  could  try  the  charge.  And  we  then  have  the  ward 
trustees  punishing  the  relator  for  an  offense  of  which  she  was 
conclusively  shown  to  be  innocent,  and  for  which,  even  if  she 
had  been  guilty,  the  ward  trustees  had  no  power  to  punish 
her. 

The  respondents,  with  a  single  exception,  which  will  be 
hereinafter  referred  to,  and  to  which,  for  that  reason  and  for 
the  sake  of  convenience,  no  further  reference  will  be  made  at 
present,  contend,  however  that  the  board  of  trustees  of  the 
ward  has  by  statute  the  sole  and  exclusive  right  of  appoint- 
ment of  assistant  teachers;  that  the  relator  was  and  is  an 
employe  of  the  said  board ;  that  the  said  board  has  full  and 
unlimited  power  to  transfer  assistant  teachers  from  one  posi- 
tion to  another,  and  had  full  and  unlimited  power  to  transfer 
the  relator  from  the  position  of  fourth  assistant  to  the  position 
of  tenth  assistant ;  and  that  the  board  of  education  could  not, 
and  cannot,  by  claiming  and  assuming  appellate  jurisdiction 
in  such  a  matter,  confer  upon  itself  such  jurisdiction. 
•  This  contention  does  not  affect  the  relator  alone,  but  is  of 
the  gravest  importance  to  the  whole  public  school  system,  and 
especially  to  the  3,000  teachers  employed  in  the  schools  of 
this  city,  and  its  determination  will  be  the  first  judicial  determ- 
ination of  the  question  whether  or  not  the  law  affords,  as 
it  has  been  so  far  supposed  to  afford,  protection  in  position 
and  salary  to  every  teacher  who  faithfully  and  regularly  per- 
forms his  or  her  duties.  In  view  of  this  great  importance  of 
the  controversy,   I  gave  to  the  points  involved  the  most 
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careful  consideration,  and  the  conclusions  reached  will  neces- 
sarily have  to  be  stated  somewhat  at  length. 

At  the  outset  valuable  assistance  will  be  derived  bj  a  clear 
perception  of  the  relative  powers  of  the  board  of  education 
and  of  the  board  of  trustees  of  a  ward  of  the  city  of  New 
York. 

In  Donovan  agt.  The  Board  of  Education  (44  N.  Y. 
Supr.  Ct.  JR.  [12  J.  dk  Sp.l  53),  I  gave  an  account  of  the 
statutes  in  this  state  relating  to  public  education  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  from  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1805  to  the  year 
1878,  and  of  the  history  of  the  board  of  education  of  the  said 
city,  and  showed  that  the  said  board  is  a  governmental  agency 
created  by  the  sovereign  power  of  the  state  for  the  discharge 
of  such  powers  and  duties  as  were  conferred  upon  it  by  law, 
and  that  in  creating  it  the  policy  of  the  state  was  to  instruct 
and  enlighten  equally  the  minds  of  all  children  needing  edu- 
cation, irrespective  of  the  nationality,  religion  or  pecuniary 
condition  of  their  parents,  and  by  these  means  to  gradually 
transform  the  heterogeneous  and  uncongenial  element  of  the 
cosmopolitan  city  of  New  York  into  an  intelligent,  virtuous, 
harmonious  and  happy  people. 

Since  that  decision,  chapter  410  of  the  Laws  of  1882,  com- 
monly known  as  the  New  York  city  consolidation  act  of  1882, 
was  passed,  by  which  all  the  special  and  local  laws  affecting 
public  interests  in  the  city  of  New  York  were  consolidated 
in  one  act.  Such  consolidation  embraced,  among  other 
things,  a  consolidation  of  all  the  statutes  relating  to  public 
education  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  in  so  far  as  in  such 
consolidation  phraseology  is  employed  which  is  more  com- 
prehensive than  the  language  of  a  statute  superseded  thereby, 
it  operates  as  a  new  and  direct  grant  of  power  It  is,  there- 
fore, not  necessary  to  refer  to  the  preceding  statutes. 

Now,  section  1022  of  the  consolidation  act  provides  that 
the  board  of  education  shall  "  have  full  control  of  the  public 
schools  and  the  public  school  syttcin  of  the  city,  subject  ouly 
to  the  general  statutes  of  the  state  upon  education."     The 
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same  ample  grant  of  power  was  repeated  in  section  1026. ' 
The  same  language  is  first  fonnd  in  section  4  of  chapter  112 
of  Laws  1873. 

In  addition  to  this  general  grant  of  power  the  board  of 
education  is  further  specially  authorized,  among  other  things, 
and  it  is  made  its  duty : 

1.  To  appoint  the  city  superintendent  and  the  assistant 
superintendents  of  schools  {Sec.  1027,  subd.  2). 

2.  To  appoint  the  principals  and  vice  principals  of  schools 
upon  the  written  nomination  of  a  majority  of  trustees  of  the 
ward  {See.  1027,  subd.  8). 

8.  To  discontinue  any  school  {Sec.  1027,  stiid.  4,  13). 

4.  To  draw  the  moneys  for  the  purpose  of  public  education 
{Sec.  1027,  subd.  6). 

5.  To  visit  and  examine  the  schools  {Sec.  1027,  subd.  6). 

6.  To  make  general  regulations  to  secure  economy  and 
accountability  in  the  expenditure  of  school  moneys  {Sec.  1027, 
subd.  7). 

7.  To  remove  any  school  officer  for  being  interested  in  fur- 
nishing supplies  or  materials,  or  in  payments  therefor,  or  for 
immoral  or  disgraceful  conduct  in  any  matter  connected  with 
his  official  duties,  or  which  tends  to  discredit  his  office,  or  the 
school  system  {Sec.  1027,  suhd.  11). 

8.  To  take  any  school  entirely  out  of  the  hands  of  the 
ward  trustees,  and  to  take  charge  of  such  school,  and  manage 
the  same  where  the  trustees  neglect  the  school  (/S!^.  1027,  suhd. 
12). 

9.  To  apportion  the  school  moneys  to  the  schools  entitled 
to  participate  therein  {Sec.  1028,  subd.  1). 

10.  To  provide,  by  general  rules  and  regulations,  for  the 
proper  classification  of  studies,  scholars  and  salaries  in  such 
manner  that,  as  near  as  practicable,  the  system  of  instruction 
pursued  in  the 'common  schools,  and  the  salaries  paid  to 
teachers,  shall  be  uniform  throughout  the  city  {Sec.  1028, 
subd.  6). 

11.  To  have  the  care  and  control  of  the  title  of  all  school 
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property,  real  and  personal,  thongh  such  title  is  vested  in  the 
mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
and  to  make  all  necessary  appropriations,  exceeding  $200  in 
amount,  for  the  purchase  of  school  sites,  and  for  the  erection, 
fitting  up,  or  repairing  of  buildings  {Sec,  1029) ;  and 

12.  To  receive  from  the  school  inspectors  and  school  trustees 
annual  reports  as  to  the  condition,  efficiency  and  wants  of  the 
schools  and  school  premises  {Sees.  1034  and  1035,  svid,  5). 

To  make  more  complete  the  control  thus  given  to  the  board 
of  education,  the  latter  was  further  clothed  with  the  power  to 
appoint  the  trustees  of  the  several  wards  to  fill  vacancies,  and 
in  proper  cases  to  remove  them  {Sees.  1025, 1027,  subd.  11), 
and  to  prescribe  general  rules  and  regulations  and  limitations 
under  which  the  trustees  of  the  several  wards  are  to  conduct 
and  manage  their  respective  schools  {Sec.  1035,  svhd.  8). 

Tlie  powers  and  duties  of  the  trustees  of  the  several  wards 
on  the  other  hand,  were  extended  by  section  1035 : 

1.  To  the  safe  keeping  of  all  premises  and  other  property 
used  for,  or  belonging  to,  the  schools  in  their  respective  wards. 

2.  To  the  appointment  of  teachers  other  than  principals 
and  vice  principals  and  of  janitors. 

3.  To  oondact  and  manage  the  schools,  furnish  needful 
supplies  and  make  needful  repairs ;  but  all  this  under  such 
general  rules  and  regulations,  and  subject  to  such  limitations 
as  the  board  of  education  may  prescribe. 

4.  To  keep  books  of  account  and  records. 

5.  To  make  a  report  to  the  board  of  education. 

6.  To  hold  as  a  corporation  personal  property  vested  in,  or 
transferred  to,  them  for  school  purposes. 

7.  To  render  accounts  to  their  successors ;  and 

8.  To  appoint  times  of  meeting  and  declare  vacant  the  office 
of  one  of  their  number  who  refuses  to  attend,  any  three  suc- 
cessive stated  meetings.  They  may  also  nominate  principals 
and  vice  principals,  but  the  nomination  may  be  utterly  dis- 
regarded by  the  board  of  education  {Sec.  1827,  aubd.  3).  Their 
consent  is  necessary  to  a  discontinuance  of  any  school,  unless 
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two-thirds  of  the  board  of  education  vote  the  discontinuance. 
They  may  apply  to  the  latter  board  for  a  new  school,  and  if 
their  application  be  refused,  they  may  appeal  to  the  state 
superintendent  {Sec.  1027,  svbd.  13).  They  may  organize  new 
schools  when  they  are  duly  authorized,  and  may  procure,  or 
hire,  or  erect  a  school-house  as  they  may  be  authorized  by  the 
board  of  education,  and  in  fitting  up  a  school-houBe  may  incur 
expenses  not  exceeding  the  amount  of  $200  without  being 
specially  authorized  {Sec.  1037).  They  may  remove  teachers 
other  than  principals  and  vice  principals  and  jai)itors,  provided 
the  removal  be  approved  by  the  inspectors,  subject  to  the 
decision  of  the  board  of  education  upon  appeal  {sec.  1038) ; 
and,  finally,  they  must  certify  all  expenses  incurred  for  the 
schools  {Sec.  1086). 

It  is  impossible  to  consider  this  division  of  powers  arid 
duties  and  the  general  scope  of  this  carefully  drawn  statute, 
without  reaching  a  conviction  that  the  legislature  believed  that 
public  policy  required  in  the  city  of  New  Tork  a  harmonious 
and  effective  school  system,  and  that  in  so  vast  and  cosmopol- 
itan a  community,  with  such  varieties  of  interests,  feelings 
and  prejudices,  it  was  essential  that  the  controlling 
authority  should  represent  the  entire  city,  and  not  any  par- 
ticular ward  or  district.  To  accomplish  this  result  the  board 
of  education  was  invested  with  full  control  of  the  public 
schools  and  the  public  school  system  of  the  city,  subject  only 
to  the  general  statutes  of  the  state  upon  education,  and  for 
these  purposes  it  was  constituted  a  corporation  {Seo.  1027). 
At  the  same  time  certain  special  powers  were  conferred  upon 
the  boards  of  trustees  of  the  several  wards  as  inferior,  though 
to  a  certain  extent  independent  bodies,  but  such  powers  were 
well  defined  and  clearly  restricted.  The  result  is,  that  the 
power  of  the  board  of  education  in  educational  matters  is 
general,  except  where  it  is  distinctly  restricted,  and  that  the 
power  of  the  trustees  exist  only  where  it  is  granted  in  terms. 
Authority  is  to  be  presumed  in  the  board  of  education,  but 
on  the  part  of  the  boards  of  trustees  of  the  several  wards  it 
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must  be  pointed  out  either  in  the  statute  or  in  the  rules  and 
regulations  of  the  board  of  education.  If,  therefore,  in  any 
particular  matter  relating  to  the  administration  of  the  public 
school  system,  it  appears  that  the  board  of  education  has  done 
a  specific  thing  or  given  a  specific  direction  within  the  reason- 
able limits  of  such  administration,  the  burden  is  upon  any  one 
who  claims  the  act  or  direction  to  be  invalid,  to  find  in  the 
general  statu£os  of  the  state  upon  education,  or  in  the  specific 
statute  organizing  the  board  of  education,  a  plain  and  express 
provision  limiting  the  power  of  the  board  of  education  to  do 
the  act  or  give  the  direction.  The  case  of  ITie  People  ex  rd. 
Mcniufh2^t.  Board  qfJSdtication (IS  Abb, y  165),  upon  which 
the  respondents  largely  rely,  was  decided  before  there  was 
made,  by  the  act  of  1873,  this  general  grant  of  power,  subject 
"  only  to  the  general  statutes  of  the  state  upon  education." 
It  arose  under  chapter  386  of  the  Laws  of  1851,  by  which 
absolute  power  of  appointment  and  removal,  free  from  any 
appeal,  subject  only  to  such  general  rules  and  regulations  as 
the  board  of  education  might  adopt,  had  been  conferred  upon 
the  trustees. 

Having  thus  considered  the  general  scope  of  the  law  and 
the  division  of  powers  and  duties  made  by  it,  it  now  becomes 
essential  to  examine  somewhat  more  in  detail  the  questions 
relating  directly  to  the  appointment,  removal  and  transfer  of 
teachers  other  than  principals  and  vice  principals.  Sach 
teachers,  it  has  already  been  shown,  are  to  be  appointed  by 
the  boards  of  trustees  of  the  several  wards  (Sec.  1035).  This 
is  a  mere  naked  power  to  appoint.  In  respect  to  removals,  it 
is  provided  by  section  1038  as  follows : 

"  The  board  of  trustees  for  the  ward,  by  the  vote  of  the 
majority  of  the  whole  number  of  trustees  in  office,  may 
remove  teachers  employed  therein,  other  than  principals  and 
vice  principals,  and  may  also  remove  janitors,  provided  the 
removal  is  approved  in  writing  by  a  majority  of  the  inspectors 
for  the  district,  and  provided  further,  that  any  teacher  so 
removed  shall  have  a  right  to  appeal  to  the  board  of  educa- 
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tion,  under  such  rules  as  it  may  prescribe,  and  the  said  board 
shall  have  power,  after  hearing  the  answer  of  the  trustees,  to 
reinstate  the  teacher." 

But  as  to  transfers  the  statute  is-whollj  silent.  Any  trans- 
fer amounting  to  a  removal  is,  of  course,  covered  by  the 
statute.  As  to  all  other  transfers  falling  short  of  that,  the 
board  of  education  may  take  the  initiative.  In  either  class  of 
cases  the  board  of  education  may  make  general  rules  and 
regulations  to  be  observed  by  the  trustees,  and  impose  limita- 
tions upon  their  action,  with  this  difference,  however,  that  in 
the  case  of  a  transfer  amounting  to  a  removal  the  rules  and 
regulations  and  limitations  must  not  be  inconsistent  with  the 
statutory  provisions,  and  that  hi  every  other  case  of  transfer 
they  may  take  any  form  which,  to  the  board  of  education, 
seems  proper. 

In  the  exercise  of  this  power  the  board  of  education  enacted 
the  following  by-law,  viz. :  "  Section  34.  Upon  the  dismissal 
or  application  for  dismissal  of  a  teacher,  or  upon  any  transfer 
of  a  teacher  from  on«  school  or  department  to  another,  or 
upon  the  change  in  schedule  position  in  any  school  of  a 
teacher,  the  board  of  trustees  shall  file  with  the  clerk  of  the 
board  a  copy  of  the  resolution  under  which  it  acted,  and 
notify  the  teacher,  in  writing,  of  the  cause  of  its  action.  The 
teacher  shall  have  the  right  to  appeal  to  this  board  within  ten 
days  after  the  service  of  the  notice  aforesaid,  and  said  appeal 
shall  be  immediately  referred  to  the  committee  on  teachers  to 
examine  into  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  and 
report  to  this  board,  and  the  clerk  of  this  board  shall  at  once 
forward  a  copy  of  the  appeal  to  the  board  of  school  trustees 
whose  action  is  appealed  from.  Pending  the  consideration 
of  such  appeal- no  salary  shall  be  paid  to  any  teacher  acting  in 
the  place  of  the  appellant  without  the  consent  of  this  board 
first  being  obtained,  nor  shall  any  appointment  to  the  position 
occupied  by  the  appellant  be  acknowledged  without  the  con- 
sent herein  referred  to  being  first  had.  If  this  board  shall 
decide  that  there  was  no  good  cause  for  the  action  of  the 
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trustees  appealed  from,  then  the  teacher  shall  be  restored  to 
the  position  and  salary  he  or  she  had  previous  to  the  action  of 
the  trustees  and  payment  for  the  intermediate  time." 

The  validity  and  binding  force  of  this  by-law,  if  it  were 
applicable  to  the  case  at  bar,  could  not  be  questioned,  and  in 
such  case  it  would  be  decisive  of  the  main  question  involved. 
But  it  does  not  apply,  because  it  was  shown  to  have  been 
enacted  since  the  present  contention  arose.  It  cannot  have 
any  retroactive  effect  The  by-laws,  as  they  stood  at  the  time 
of  the  origin  of  the  difficulty,  referred  simply  to  dismissals, 
and  not  to  transfers  or  changes  in  schedule  position.  Nor  do 
I  deem  it  worth  while  to  stop  to  consider  whether  there  is 
or  is  not  a  difference,  and  if  there  is,  what  the  nature  of  the 
difference  is,  between  the  case  of  a  removal  contemplated  by 
the  statute  and  the  case  of  a  dismissal  spoken  of  in  the  by- 
laws as  they  formerly  stood. 

The  question  to  be  determined  narrows  itself,  therefore, 
down  to  this :  "Was  the  transfer  of  the  relator  equivalent  to  a 
removal  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  ?  Upon  this  point 
a  clear  understanding  of  the  precise  position  which  the  relator 
occupied  as  fourth  assistant,  becomes  of  the  utmost  importance. 

The  by-laws  of  the  board  of  education  then  in  force 
directed  the  boards  of  trustees  of  the  several  wards,  at  the 
first  of  each  year,  to  prepare  a  schedule  of  salaries  to  be  paid 
to  the  assistant  teachers,  the  schedule  to  exhibit  the  distribu- 
tion of  the  total  amount  of  money  to  which  each  school  was 
entitled,  and  the  positions  to  be  numbered  in  regular  order 
upon  said  schedule.  This  schedule,  it  was  further  provided, 
should  form  the  rule  for  the  payment  of  assistant  teachers  in 
the  several  wards  for  the  year.  In  pursuance  of  this  direction 
the  respondent,  on  January  1, 1884,  established  twenty-three 
positions  of  assistants,  and  designated  them  numerically  as  first 
assistant,  second  assistant,  and  so  on.  The  official  pay-roll,  pre- 
pared under  the  direction  of  the  respondents  for  January,  1884, 
distinguish  between  the  same  positions  and  described  the  relator 
as  fourth  assistant.     The  salary  of  the  first  assistant  was  fixed  at 
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$903  a  year ;  that  of  the  fourth  assistant  at  $690 ;  that  of  the 
tenth  assistant  at  $586 ;  and  that  of  the  twenty-third  assistant 
at  $500.  All  this  is  very  clear  proof  that  there  are  various 
positions  among  assistant  teachers,  and  that  one  of  those  posi- 
tions is  that  of  fourth  assistant.  The  most  characteristic 
distinction  between  the  different  positions  is  this  difference  of 
salaries,  and  this  subject  has  been  most  carefully  regulated. 
In  addition  to  the  provisions  of  the  by-laws  of  the  board  of 
education  already  noticed,  section  85,  subdivision  6,  directs 
the  trustees  to  grade  the  salaries  of  assistant  teachers  so  that 
the  difference  between  two  successive  grades  shall  not  exceed 
$100.  Section  83,  subdivision  9,  forbids  the  pay  to  a  substi- 
tute tea<;her  of  a  salary  more  than  three-fourths  the  regular 
salary  of  the  position  in  which  the  substitute  teacher  is 
employed.  Moreover,  the  duties  of  the  assistant  teachers 
vary  with  the  grades  which  they  teach  {See.  146). 

There  was,  therefore,  the  position  of  "fourth  assistant" 
fixed  by  the  respondents'  own  designation  and  description, 
shown  by  tlie  official  pay-roll  and  other  official  papers,  and 
distinguished  by  a  particular  salary  and  by  pai*ticular  duties. 
This  is  obviously,  therefore,  a  position  recognized  in  the  edu- 
cational system  and  to  which  its  occupant  had  a  particular 
claim. 

Now,  by  their  resolution  of  January  10,  1884,  the  trustees 
of  the  Seventeenth  ward  transferred  the  relator  to  "  the  posi- 
tion of  tenth  assistant,"  and  in  their  resolution  of  February  29, 
1884,  they  undertook  to  reinstate  her  "  to  the  position  of 
fourth  assistant  *  *  *  from  which  she  was  removed 
*  *  .*"  This  transfer,  under  the  circumstances  stated, 
invoking,  as  it  did,  not  only  the  loss  of  the  right  to  discharge 
particular  duties,  but  also  loss  of  rank  and  of  pay,  was,  in  my 
judgment,  an  attempt  to  remove  the  relator  from  the  position 
of  fourth  assistant  within  the  meaning  of  the  law.  The 
statute  is  not  to  be  confined  to  a  removal  from  office,  which  is 
entitled  to  an  entire  and  absolute  dismissal  from  the  public 
school  service.    If  such  had  been  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
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tnre,  it  is  but  fair  to  assume  that  it  would  have  said  so  iu 
unambiguous  language.  Instead  of  that,  the  statute  speaks  of 
removals  in  general  terms.  Now,  to  remove  is  defined  by 
lexicographers  to  mean  to  change  place,  or  to  make  a  change 
in  place  in  any  manner.  But  for  the  purposes  of  this  case  it 
is  not  necessary  to  go  to  that  length.  While,  therefore,  I  do 
not  hold  that  every  transfer  of  a  teacher  is,  per  se,  a  removal 
within  the  statute,  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  a  transfer 
accompanied  by  the  assignment  of  inferior  duties  and  by  loss 
of  rank  and  pay,  and  therefore  involving  degradation,  is,  in 
substance,  and  therefore  amounts  to  a  removal  from  the  posi- 
tion occupied  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  The  trustees, 
in  this  case,  themselves  regarded  the  transfer  as  a  removal,  for 
in  their  resolution  of  February  29,  1884,  they  speak  of  rein- 
stating the  relator  ^^  to  the  position  of  fourth  assistant,  from 
which  she  was  removed,"  &c. 

The  opinion  expressed  by  me  is  in  accord  with  the  views 
expressed  by  the  learned  counsel  to  the  corporation  of  the  city 
of  New  York  in  his  communication  to  the  board  of  education, 
reported  in  the  minutes  of  said  board  of  July  3,  1878,  and 
the  action  of  the  board  of  education  thereunder  since  that 
time. 

Nor  is  there  any  authority  to  the  contrary.  lieUly  agt.  The 
Mayor  (16  J.  dk  %,  274),  (fBrim  agt.  TKe  Mayor  (28  Hun, 
250),  and  Monroe  agt.  The  Mayor  (28  Hun^  258),  were  cases 
that  arose  under  the  statutes  relating  to  the  fire  department. 
In  each  of  these  cases  there  was  an  acquiescence  in  the 
transfer  and  a  voluntary  acceptance  of  the  new  appointment, 
and  the  decision  proceeded  upon  this  ground.  Besides,  the 
statutes  were  entirely  different  from  the  one  now  under  con- 
sideration. In  ihe  case  [of  Monroe,  it  is  true  Mr.  justice 
Davis,  in  the  course  of  his  reasoning,  added  that  "  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  removed  from  his  position  as  a  member  of  the 
fire  department.  He  was  simply  transferred  from  one  post 
to  another."  But  this  observation,  if  it  were  not  obiter^  was 
expressly  stated  by  the  judge  to  be  based  upon  the  charter 
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provision,  "  that  the  number  and  duties  of  the  subordinates 
in  every  department,  with  their  respective  salaries,  shall  be 
such  as  the  heads  of  the  respective  departments  shall  desig- 
nate and  approve."  The  fire  commissioner,  Mr.  justice  Davis 
therefore  said,  had  power  to  fix  and  alter,  at  pleasure,  the 
salary  of  any  employe. 

This  provision  has  no  application  whatever  to  school 
teachere  or  to  the  trustees  of  the  schools  of  the  several  wards, 
and  from  what  has  already  been  said,  it  is  too  clear  for  argu- 
ment that  it  cannot  have  any  application  to  a  school  board 
with  such  limited  powers  as  are  possessed  by  the  trustees  of 
the  schools  of  the  several  wards. 

Nor  was  there  any  acquiescence  by  the  isolator  in  the  trans- 
fer. She  did  not  accept  the  position  of  tenth  assistant  so  as 
to  be  estof)ped  from  asserting  her  rights.  On  the  contrary, 
she  immediately  appealed  from  the  action  of  the  trustees  to 
the  board  of  education,  and  refrained  only  from  pei'forming 
the  duties  of  fourth  assistant,  as  far  as  by  the  action  of  her 
superiors,  she  was  compelled  to  do  so.  That  in  the  meantime 
she  did  perform  the  duties  of  tenth  assistant  cannot  be  urged 
in  bar  of  her  claim.  She  was  neither  paid  as  such,  nor  did 
she  receive,  so  far,  any  pay  whatever  for  the  period  in 
controversy. 

The  transfer  of  the  relator,  under  the  circumstances  stated, 
having  been  shown  to  amount  to  an  attempt  to  remove  her 
within  the  meaning  of  section  1038  of  the  statute  from  the 
position  she  held  as.  fourth  assistant,  the  removal,  in  order  to 
become  effective,  required,  in  the  first  instance,  the  approval 
in  writing  of  a  majority  of  the  inspectors  of  the  district,  and 
in  the  second  place  the  approval,  on  appeal,  of  the  board  of 
education.  Neither  has  been  had  or  obtained.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  board  of  education,  upon  a  hearing  of  her  appeal, 
sustained  her  claim  and  directed  lier  reinstatement,  and  that 
such  reinstatement  be  dated  from  the  day  the  transfer  was 
made  to  take  effect  under  the  resolution  of  the- trustees.  She 
was,  therefore,  never  removed  from  the  position  of  fourth 
Vol.  LXYII        49 
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assistatant  or  deprived  of  any  right  or  emolument  attaching  to 
Bald  position. 

There  is  still  another  point  in  favor  of  the  relator.  Section 
38  of  the  by-laws  of  the  board  of  education,  in  force  at  the 
time  of  the  passage  by  the  trustees  of  the  resolution  of 
January  10,  1884,  provided,  and  still  provides,  as  follows,  viz.: 

^^Ko  reduction  of  salary  shall  be  made  in  the  case  of  any 
principal  or  vice  principal,  or  assistant  teacher,  whose  appeal 
from  the  action  of  the  board  of  trustees  shall  have  been  sus- 
tained by  the  board  of  education,  except  upon  the  approval 
of  the  last  mentioned  board ;  and  no  reduction  shall  be  made 
in  the  salary  of  any  teacher  whose  removal  by  a  board  of 
trustees  has  not  been  approved  by  the  inspectors  of  a  school 
district,  or  a  majority  of  them,  unless  the  decision  of  the  lat- 
ter is  overmled  by  the  action  of  this  board." 

Under  this  by-law  the  claim  of  the  relator  would  have  to  be 
sustained  even  if  her  case  were  treated  as  involving  nothing 
more  than  a  reduction  of  salary. 

The  only  remaining  questi6n,  th'^.refore,  is  whether  tlie 
relator  has  a  remedy  by  mandamics. 

The  mandamus  is  not  asked  to  compel  the  payment  of  the 
money.  The  respondents  have  no  money  in  their  hands,  and 
it  is  never  their  duty  to  make  payment.  But  there  are 
devolved  upon  them  certain  specific  ministerial  duties,  in  the 
performance  of  which  the  relator  has  an  interest,  and  without 
the  performance  of  which  she  may  be  defeated,  or  at  least 
hindered  and  delayed,  in  the  enforcement  of  her  rights ;  for 
section  1034  of  the  consolidation  act  expressly  provides  that 
it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  inspectors  of  common  schools,  or  a 
majority  of  them,  in  their  respective  districts,  to  examine  in 
respect  to  every  expense  certified  as  correct  by  a  majority  of 
the  trustees  of  any  vrard  in  the  district,  and  to  audit  every 
such  expense  which  may  be  just  and  reasonable ;  and  that  no 
expense  shall  be  paid  unless  audited  in  this  manner. 

The  legal  duty  of  the  respondent  Litchfield,  as  principal  of 
vthe  school,  to  prepare  the  pay-roll,  arises  from  a  by-law  of  the 
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board  of  education,  made  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  of  said 
board  conferred  by  statute.  The  legal  duty  of  the  trustees  to 
certify  the  pay-roll,  when  prepared,  is  imposed  by  section 
1086  of  the  eonsolidation  act.  Thus  all  the  respondents  are 
required  by  law  to  furnish  to  or  for  the  relator  certain 
Touchers,  without  which  she  either  cannot  be  paid  at  all,  or 
without  which  she  will  be  seriously  hindered  and  delayed  in 
obtaining  payment  of  her  just  claim. 

In  such  a  case  the  rule  that  mandamtis  will  not  lie  where 
the  relator  has  a  remedy  by  action  is  not  applicable,  but  the 
courts  will  compel  the  performance  of  the  legal  duty  as  an 
indispensable  preliminary  to  any  payment.  (The  People 
ex  rel.  Satterlee  agt.  Board  of  Police^  75  N.  F.,  38 ;  The 
People  ex  rel.  Na/oarro  agt.  Van  Nort^  64  Barh,^  205 ;  The 
People  ex  rel.  Nimarro  agt.  Oreen^  2  Supr.  Ct.  R.  \T. 
ds  CI  62). 

The  brief  memorandum  of  Babkbtt,  J.,  in  The  People  ex  rel. 
Harnett  agt.  The  Inspector  a  of  Common  Schools  qf  the  Seven- 
teenth Ward  (44  How.^  322)  does  not  conflict  with  the  rule  as 
stated,  because  in  that  case  the  ma/ndamais  was  withheld  for 
the  reason  that  the  validity  of  the  relators  appointment  was 
in  dispute. 

For  the  reasons  stated  the  relator  is  entitled  to  a  peremptory 
mandamue  against  all  the  respondents  as  prayed  for,  with  an 
allowance  of  fifty  dollars  costs  and  her  disbursements  against 
all  except  Gheoi^  JEL  Beyer.  The  latter  is  exempted  from 
the  payment  of  costs  because  he  refrained  from  opposing  the 
application  for  a  mandamvs  and  signified  his  readiness  and 
willingness  to  perform  his  duty  in  the  premises. 


i 
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SUPEEME  COTJET. 

John  D,  McKinlay  and  others  agt.  Anderson  Fowlee  and 

others. 

Attcichment — Against  a  non-resident — WTiat  eonstUtUes  residence  for  the 
purpose  of  attac/iment —  When  attachment  against  a  nan-resident  wiR  not 
be  vacated --  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  section  688. 

^An  attachment  issued  against  a  finu  doing  business  in  Chicago,  111. ;  one 
of  tlie  partners  had  his  domicile  in  this  state,  but  a  part  of  each  year  he 
•resided  in  Chicago: 

tHdd^  proper. 

'  The  place  of  business  of  a  firm  at  which  its  operations  are  carried  on,  and 
where  the  partners  are  either  continually  or  at  times  to  manage  the 
business,  can  properly  be  called  the  residence  of  each  of  the  partners 
within  section  686  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

An  attachment  against  a  non-resident  will  not  be  vacated  on  proof  that 
the  property  attached  belongs  to  a  third  person. 

Kingston  Special  Term^  Jidyy  1884. 

HoTioN  to  vacate  an  attachment. 

An  -attachment  was  granted  against  the  defendants  oil 
affidavits  showing  a  cause  of  action  on  contract,  and  that  the 
defendants  were  residents  of  Chicago,  111.  The  defendant 
Anderson  Fowler,  on  bis  own  behalf,  moved  to  vacate  the 
attachment  so  far  as  it  affected  him,  on  affidavits  showing  that 
he  had  a  fixed  domicile  in  the  city  of  New  York  where  he 
lived  with  his  family.  It  appeared  that  the  other  partners 
were  residents  of  Chicago,  and  that  at  different  times  during 
each  year  Andeiison  Fowler  lived  in  Chicago  engaged  in  the 
business  of  the  firm.  The  affidavits  were  conflicting  as  to  the 
ownership  of  the  property  attached,  the  defendant  claiming 
-that  the  firm  of  Frank  Clifton  &  Co.  were  the  ownere,  and 
the  plaintiffs  insisting  it  belonged  to  the  defendants. 

Simon  W.  Rosendale^  for  defendant  and  motion. 

Edward «/.  Meegan^  for  plaintiffs  and  opposed. 
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Westbrook,  J. —  A  motion  is  made  in  behalf  of  Anderson 
Fowler,  one  of  defendants,  to  vacate  attachment  on  two 
grounds :  I^irst.  That  Anderson  Fowler  is  a  resident  of  th^ 
city  of  New  York ;  and  secondly.  That  property  attaclied  is 
the  property  of  Frank  Clifton  &  Co.,  and  not  of  the 
defendants. 

The  business  of  the  defendants  was  conducted  at  Chicago, 
and  for  a  part  of  the  time,  at  least,  Anderson  Fowler  resided 
there,  though  his  domicile  was  in  the  city  of  New  York.  By 
the  Code  {sec.  636)  an  attachment  issues  when  '^  the  defendant 
is  *  *  *  not  a  resident  of  the  state."  The  place  of  busi- 
ness of  a  firm,  at  which  its  operations  are  carried  on,  and 
where  the  partners  are,  either  continually  or  at  times,  to 
manage  the  business,  can  be  as  properly,  for  the  purposes  of 
attachment  proceedings,  called  the  residence  of  each  of  the 
partners,  as  a  county  through  which  a  railroad  passes  can  be 
called  the  residence  of  a  corporation  to  control  the  place  of 
trial,  though  its  principal  oifice  may  be  located  elsewhere. 
Unless  this  construction  be  given  to  the  statute  relating 
to  attachments,  this  case  well  illustrates  how  inoperative  they 
would  become  to  secure  in  many  cases  the  relief  they  were 
designed  to  give.  The  Matter  of  Thompson  (1  Wend.<^  43), 
in  which  it  was  held,  ^^  the  right  to  sue  out  an  attachment 
does  not  depend  upon  a  change  of  domicile  of  the  debtor,"  is 
exactly  applicable  to  this  case. 

The  ownership  of  the  property  attached  affords  no  ground 
to  vacate  the  attachment.  If  Frank  Clifton  &  Co.  own  the 
goods  seized  they  can  sue  the  sheriff  for  taking  them,  or  they 
may,  under  sections  657  and  658  of  the  Code,  have  the  title 
tried  by  sheriff's  jury.  The  provision,  however,  in  section 
658,  that  the  plaintiff  may  still  hold  the  property  by  indemni- 
fying the  sheriff,  though  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is  in  favor  of 
the  claimant,  shows  that  a  remedy  sought  by  motion  ought 
not  to  prevail.  '  The  motion  to  vacate  the  attachment  is 
denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 


890  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


United  States  Trast  Co.  of  New  York  agt.  N.  Y.,  W.  S.  and  B.  R  Co. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

United  States  Tbust  CoMPAmr  of  New  Yobe  agt.  The 
New  Yobk,  West  Shore  and  Buffalo  Railway  Coup  ant 
and  Abhbel  Gbebne,  receiver,  &c. 

Receiver  —  Cf  eorporcUwn  —  AppUecUionfor^  how  and  when  to  he  made  —  By 
whom  —  Lawe  of  1868,  (diopter  878  —  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  eeeiion  769, 
1810. 

In  an  action  brought  by  plaintiff  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  executed  by  tbe 
railway  company  to  secure  the  issue  of  certain  bonds,  said  railway 
extended  in  part  through  the  county  of  Orange,  which  county  was 
accordingly  designated  as  the  place  of  trial  in  the  action,  and  a  motion 
was  made  at  a  special  term,  held  in  that  county,  for  the  appointment 
of  receivers  of  the  property  of  the  railway  company,  and  such  receivers 
were  appointed.  On  motion  made  in  the  first  Judicial  district  by  C. 
and  S.,  owners  of  bonds  issued  by  the  railway  company  to  vacate  the 
order  appointing  said  receivers  and  for  the  appointment  of  others: 

Held,  first,  that  the  application  for  the  appointment  of  receivers  of  this 
corporation  is  included  within  section  1  of  chapter  878  of  Laws  of 
1888,  and  should  have  been  made  in  the  county  of  New  York  where 
the  principal  business  olfice  of  the  corporation  was  located  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  or  in  an  adjoining  county,  and  the  order 
made  in  Orange  county  was  without  Jurisdiction  and  void. 

Second,  That  the  present  application  is  properly  made  by  and  on  behalf  of 
two  of  the  persons  holding  and  owning  bonds  of  the  railway  company 
secured  by  the  mortgage. 

Third  That  the  application  now  made  for  the  appointment  of  one  or 
more  receivers  of  the  railway  company  Is  regularly  made  in  the  first 
Judicial  district,  and  the  order  in  form  providing  for  that  appointment, 
made  in  Orange  county,  presents  no  legal  obstacle  in  the  way  of  tbe 
exercise  of  this  authority. 

Fourth,  As  the  order  for  the  appointment  of  receivers  was  made  without 
authority  in  the  court  to  which  the  application  for  it  was  directed,  and 
as  it  resulted  from  the  application  of  the  plaintiff  itself,  and  it  still 
asserts  and  maintains  the  regularity  of  the  proceeding,  a  case  seems  to 
be  made  out  by  the  facts  authorizing  the  owners  and  holders  of  the 
bonds  secured  by  the  mortgage  and  affected  by  the  order,  to  apply  to 
the  court  for  such  redress  and  protection  as  the  circumstances  and  the 
law  applicable  to  them  require  in  the  case. 

Neio  York  ChamherSj  August^  1884. 
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Motion  on  behalf  of  Warren  Currier  and  James  F.  Sutton, 
owners  of  bonds  issued  by  the  railway  company,  and  Denia 
O'Brien,  attorney  general,  to  vacate  an  order  appointing 
Theodore  Houston  and  Horace  Bussell  receivers  of  the  railway 
company,  and  for  the  appointment  of  one  or  more  receivers. 

Frederick  Ji.  Ccmdertj  William  L.  Turner^  John  L,  Hill 
and  William  H.  Poste^  deputy  attorney  general,  for  the 
motion. 

Stewart  dk  Boardm^om^  P.  B,  McLennan  and  C.  B.  Alex- 
ander,  opposed. 

Daniels,  «/.  —  The  action  has  been  brought  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage  executed  and  delivered  by  the  railway  company  to 
the  United  States  Trust  Company  of  the  city  of  New  York 
to  secure  the  issue  of  bonds  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  the 
sum,  in  the  aggregate,  of  fifty  millions  of  dollars.  By  the  mort- 
gage, all  the  property  at  the  time  when  it  was  given  owned 
by  the  railway  company,  and  which  should .  afterwards  be 
acquired  by  it,  together  with  its  corporate  franchises  of  every 
name  and  nature,  relating  to  its  railway,  including  the  fran* 
chise  to  operate  it,  were  mortgaged  as  security  for  the  payment 
of  the  bonds.  It  was  alleged  that  the  railway  company  had 
failed  to  perform  certain  of  the  stipulations,  or  covenants,  con- 
tained in  the  mortgage,  and  that  the  right  to  foreclose  it  had 
consequently  accrued  to  the  plaintiif.  And  these  allegations 
have  not  been  denied  by  the  railway  company. 

The  railway  in  part  extended  through  the  county  of  Orange, 
and  that  county  was  accordingly  designated  as  tlie  place  of 
trial  in  the  action,  and  it  was  at  a  special  term  of  this  court, 
held  in  that  county,  that  a  motion  was  made  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  receivers  of  the  property  of  the  railway  company. 
Upon  that  motion,  which  was  not  opposed,  and  the  attention 
of  the  court  was  not  specially  directed  to  its  authority  in  the 
case,  receivers  of  all  the  property  and  franchises  of  the  railway 
company  were  appointed,  with  the  ordinary  and  usual  powers 
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and  authority  vested  in  receivers  in  such  cases.  This  order 
is  assailed  in  this  proceeding  as  having  been  made  without 
jurisdiction  in  the  court  under  whose  autliority  it  was  directed 
and  entered,  and  it  is  for  that  reason  that  this  application  has 
been  made 'to  vacate,  *nnul  or  disregard  the  order  and  appoint 
one  or  more  receivers  of  the  property  of  the  railway  company. 
The  attoniey  general  became  a  party  to  the  application,  under 
the  authority  of  section  7  of  chapter  378  of  the  Laws  of  1883. 
His  right  to  do  so  has  been  resisted  by  the  counsel  represent- 
ing the  plaintiiE,  the  persons  appointed  receivers  and  the 
defendant,  upon  the  ground  tliat  the  proceeding  was  not  taken 
against  the  defendant  as  an  insolvent  corporation,  although  it 
is  shown  to  have  been  insolvent  as  a  matter  of  fact.  It  prob- 
ably will  not  become  nece«sary  to  determine  whether  this 
objection  is  well  founded  or  not,  for  the  reason  that  if  the 
attorney-general  had  no  authority  to  intervene  under  this  or 
any  other  provision  of  the  statutes,  the  application  has  been 
properly  made  by  and  on  behalf  of  two  of  the  persons  holding 
and  owning  bonds  of  the  railway  company  secured  by  the 
mortgage.  Their  interests  require  that  they  should  be  pro- 
tected by  proceedings  legally  sustained,  in  order  to  subserve 
and  promote  the  proper  administration  and  disposition  of  the 
property  of  the  corporation,  and  if  the  persons  named  in  the 
order,  to  which  reference  has  been  made,  were  not  legally 
appointed  receivers  of  the  railway  company,  they  have  a  just 
ground  of  complaint ;  for  the  administration  of  such  persons, 
if  they  have  no  lawful  authority,  may  be  injurious  or  prejudi- 
cial to  the  interests  of  the  persons  liolding  the  bonds  of  the 
corporation,  and  when  a  party  in  interest,  although  not  a  party 
to  the  action,  may  be  injuriously  affected  by  an  unlawful  pro- 
ceeding in  the  suit,  he  may  apply  to  the  court  for  that  degree 
of  protection  which  his  interests  require  should  be  extended 
to  him  {Gould  agt.  Mortimer,  26  How.,  167). 

In  a  case  of  this -description,  the  trustee  in  the  mortgage 
represents  the  owners, and  holders  of  the  bonds,  and  must 
usually  be  the  party  in  whose  name  and  by  whom  legal  pro- 
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ceeclings  for  their  protection  and  collection  should  bo  carried 
on,  but  when  the  trustee,  even  without  any  sinister  motive, 
may  become  a  party  to  an  unlawful  proceeding  injurious  to 
the  rights  of  the  beneficiaries,  the  latter  are  empowered  to 
take  such  action  for  their  own  vindication  as  the  necessities  of 
the  case  may  seem  to  require.  When  the  trustee  has  com- 
mitted itself,  as  it  did  in  the  present  instance,  to  a  proceeding 
alleged  to  have  been  unlawful  and  unauthorized,  and  con- 
tinues to  assert  its  legal  validity,  there,  if  it  really  be  unlawful, 
a  case  appai'ently  arises  which  will  justify  the  intervention  in 
their  own  behalf  of  the  persons  entitled  to  the  benefit  and  pro- 
tection of  the  timst.  For  this  purpose  it  is  not  requisite  that 
the  trustee  should  be  actuated  by  any  improper  motive  or  con- 
trolled  by  any  injurious  influence,  but  it  is  sufficient  that  it 
has  identified  itself  with  an  unlawful  proceeding  of  which  the 
beneficiaries  have  a  just  right  to  complain,  to  entitle  them  to 
apply  in  their  own  behalf  to  the  court  for  that  degree  of 
protection  which  their  legal  or  equitable  interests  appear  to 
require.  This  subject  was  considered  in  Weetjen  agt.  Vibbard 
(5  Hun^  265),  and  it  was  there  held  that  active  participation  even 
in  a  wrong  is  not  required  to  make  a  trustee  a  party  to  it,  but 
silent  connivance  will  be  sufficient  for  the  purpose,  when  it 
may  be  observed  to  afford  the  means  of  rendering  the  mis- 
conduct of  others  successful  (/rf.,  267).  When  that  may  be 
the  fact,  and  the  trustee  continues  to  endeavor  to  maintain  it, 
there  a  necessity  arises  for  the  beneficiaries  themselves  to 
apply  in  their  own  behalf  for  the  proper  redress  which  may 
be  afforded  by  the  law. 

This  general  subject  was  considered  in  Brinckerhoff  agt. 
Jiosiwick  (88  N.  JT.,  52)  where  it  was  held  that  if  a  corpora- 
tion itself  refused  to  prosecute,  "  or  if  it  still  remained  under 
the  control  of  the  very  directors  against  whom  the  action 
should  be  brought,  the  stockholders  would  have  a  standing  in 
a  court  of  equity  to  sue  in  their  own  names,  making  the 
corporation  a  party .  defendant "  (7S.,  56).  And  the  same 
principle  is  maintained  by  Hawea  agt.  OaJdcmd  (101  U,  S,y 
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450).  If,  therefore,  the  order  for  the  appointment  of  receivers 
was  made  without  authority  in  the  court  to  which  the  applica- 
tion for  it  y^as  directed,  as  it  resulted  from  the  action  of  the 
plaintiff  itself,  and  it  still  asserts  and  maintains  the  regularity 
of  the  proceeding,  a  case  seems  to  be  made  out  by  the  facts 
authorizing  the  owners  and  holders  of  the  bonds  secured  by 
the  mortgage  and  affected  by  the  order  to  apply  to  the  court 
for  such  redress  and  protection  as  the  circumstances  and  the 
law  applicable  to  them  require  in  the  case.  It  has  been 
further  objected  that  if  the  motion  could  be  regularly  made 
by  or  on  behalf  of  these  parties,  that  it  should  be  made  within 
the  district  in  which  the  action  itself  is  triable,  or  in  an  adjoin- 
ing county,  as  that  is  in  terms  directed  by  section  769  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure ;  and  if  the  application  was  controlled 
by  this  section  the  objection  would  certainly  be  well  founded. 
But  this  has  been  answered  by  the  fact  that  the  principal 
business  office  of  the  railway  company  was  located  at  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
and  that  under  section  1  of  chapter  378  of  the  Laws  of  1S83, 
the  motion  could  be  regularly  made  there.  If  this  section  is 
applicable  to  the  case,  then  the  motion  has  been  properly 
made  in  the  first  judicial  district,  for  in  the  class  of  cases 
included  in  the  section  it  has  modified,  and  to  that  extent 
superseded,  the  direction  contained  in  section  769  of  the  Code. 
Whether  the  motion  has  been  regularly  brought  on  in  the  first 
judicial  district  must  therefore  depend  upon  what  is  to  be  con- 
sidered the  true  construction  of  this  section  of  the  act  of  1883, 
and  that  will  more  appropriately  be  considered  after  disposing 
of  another  point  presented  by  way  of  answer  to  the  motion. 
If  the  order  was  made  by  a  court  having  no  jurisdiction 
over  the  subject  contained  in  it,  then  it  is  absolutely  inoperative 
and  void,  and  it  may  be  either  vacated  or  disregarded  in  any 
other  legal  proceeding  regularly  taken  in  the  action.  This 
subject  was  considered  in  Kamp  agt.  Kwmp  (59  N.  JT.,  212), 
where  it  was  held  that  when  the  court  is  entirely  without 
jurisdiction,  "the  whole  proceeding,  including  the  order  or 
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judgment,  is  coram  nonjudice  and  void.  One  is  not  bound 
to  appeal  from  a  void  order  or  judgment,  but  may  resist  it, 
and  assert  its  inyaliditj  at  all  times  "  {Id.^  315 ;  HM  agt.  271 
8.  Reflector  Co.y  31  Huni  609j  611). 

If,  therefore,  tliis  order  was  made  without  jurisdiction,  and 
the  plaintiff  insists,  as  it  does,  upon  its  validity,  the  applicants 
have  the  right  to  apply,  as  they  hare,  for  the  appointment  of 
one  or  more  receivers,  notwithstanding  the  making  of  the 
order ;  and  as  incidental  to  and  forming  part  of  the  application 
it  may  be  determined,  if  that  is  its  character,  that  the  order 
in  controversy  is  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  tribunal 
making  it.  The  point  is  accordingly  presented  whether  the 
order  must  be  so  regarded,  and  that  presents  for  consideration 
thd  construction  which  should  be  given  to  chapter  378  of  the 
Laws  of  1883.  If  by  this  act  the  application  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  receivers  should  be  made  in  the  judicial  district  in. 
which  the  principal  business  office  of  the  railway  company 
was  located  at  tiie  commencement  of  the  action,  or  in  an 
adjoining  county,  then  this  order  was  made  without  jurisdio^ 
tion  and  it  is  void,  for  Orange  county,'  where  the  order  was 
made,  is  not  an  adjoining  county  of  the  county  of  New  York, 
in  which  the  principal  business  office  of  the  railway  company 
has  been  located.  That  is  the  clear  effect  of  the  concluding 
part  of  section  1  of  this  act.  This  section  is  exceedingly  broad 
and  general  in  its  terms,  as  much  so,  probably,  as  language 
was  capable  of  making  it.  It  has  been  enacted  in  the  follow^ 
ing  terms : 

^^  Every  application  hereafter  made  for  the  appointment  of 
a  recq^ver  of  a  corporation  shall  be  made  at  a  special  term 
of  the  court  held  in  and  for  the  judicial  district  in  which  the 
principal  business  office  of  the  corporation  was  located  at  the 
commencement  of  the  action  wherein  such  receiver  is  appointed 
or  in  and  for  a  county  adjoining  such  district ;  and  any  order 
appointing  a  receiver,  otherwise  made,  shall  be  void." 

And  it  was  in  express  language  directed  to  include  every 
application  for  the  appointment  of  a  recover  of  a  corpora- 
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tion,  made  after  its  enactment.  This  broad  lan^nas^e  is  to  be 
applied  and  enforced  according  to  the  usual  understanding 
and  import  of  the  terms  made  use  of,  and  as  they  liave  been 
subjected  to  no  exception  whatever,  the  court  cannot  add  an 
exception  without  usurping  the  prorince  of  the  legislature, 
over  which  it  has  no  control.  Neither  can  the  construction 
and  effect  of  the  terms  be  limited  or  restricted  by  any  sup- 
posed policy  not  indicated  in  the  act  itself.  What  the  court 
is  required  to  do,  with  this  as  well  as  other  statutes,  is  to 
ascertain  from  the  language  employed  the  intention  of  the 
legislature,  and,  when  that  is  ascertained,  to  carry  it  into 
effect,  as  it  may  be  expressed  or  indicated  by  the  law.  In 
this  instance  the  legislature  have  declared  the  intention  to  be 
to  include  every  application,  after  the  passage  of  the  act, 
made  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  a  corporation. 
And  this  language  is  so  broad  and  general  as  to  include  an  appli- 
cation for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  in  an  action  for  the 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  of  this  description.  The  power  to 
appoint  such  a  receiver  has  been  expressly  given  by  section 
1810  of  the  Code  of  Oivil  Procedure,  and  without  that  it  was 
within  the  acknowledged  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  as  a  court 
of  equity  {HoUenbeck  agt.  Donnelly  94  IV.  T".,  342). 

But  by  this  section  df  the  Code  the  receiver  has  been  desig- 
nated as  "  a  receiver  of  the  property  of  a  corporation,"  and 
this  phraseology  has  been  relied  upon  as  distinguishing  the 
case  of  such  a  receiver  from  "  a  receiver  of  a  corporation," 
as  the  words  have  been  made  use  of  in  the  act  of  1883.  But 
that  these  are  convertible  terms,  and  have  been  intentionally 
used  as  such  and  require  practically  the  same  construction, 
appears  from  other  provisions  contained  in  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure.  For  by  sections  1784  and  1785,  actions  have 
been  provided,  first,  in  favor  of  judgment  creditors  for 
sequestrating  the  property  of  a  corporation  and  providing  for 
the  distribution  thereof,  and,  secondly,  for  the  dissolution  of 
a  corporation  because  of  its  insolvency,  or  the  suspension  of 
its  ordinary  and  lawful  business,  or  its  neglect  or  refusal  for 
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one  year  to  discharge  its  notes  or  other  evidences  of  debt. 
And  by  section  1788  it  has  been  provided  that  receivers  in 
such  actions  may  be  appointed,  and  the  judgment  in  both 
classes  of  cases  —  when  the  actions  may  proceed  so  far  —  are 
practically  the  same,  and  must  provide  for  a  just  and  fair  dis- 
tribution of  the  property  of  the  corporation  and  the  proceeds 
thereof  among  its  fair  and  honest  creditors  {fiode  of  Civil 
Pro.^  sec.  1793).  Such  receivers  as  these  would  very  clearly 
be  receivers  of  the  corporation  itself,  although  designated 
"  receivers  of  the  property  of  the  corporation "  by  section 
1788,  and  they  are  plainly  intended  to  be  within  that  part  of 
the  act  of  1883  as  follows  its  fifth  section.  A  like  receiver- 
ship has  also  been  provided  in  proceedings  for  the  voluntary 
dissolution  of  a  corporation,  and  when  appointed  the  officer 
has  been  designated  as  a  receiver  of  its  property  {Code^  sec. 
2429). 

The  language  of  section  1810  was  therefore  not  selected  as 
being  peculiarly  appropriate  to  a  receiver  appointed  in  an 
action  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage,  but  as  properly 
descriptive  of  an  officer  who  should  be  authorized  to  take  charge 
of  the  property  of  the  corporation.  If  it  had  been  intended 
by  these  terms  to  distinguish  such  a  receiver  from  a  receiver 
appointed  in  an  action  for  the  dissolution  of  a  corporation  or 
a  sequestration  of  its  property  under  the  other  provisions  of 
the  Code,  the  same  phraseology  would  not  there  have  been 
made  use  of,  but  language  would  have  been  employed  which 
would  have  distinguished  one  class  of  receivers  from  the  other. 
That  was  not  done ;  but  the  phraseology  is  identical,  which  is 
applicable  to  all  classes  of  corporate  receivers  provided  for  by 
the  Code,  and  they  are  in  general  terms  designated  to  be 
receivers  of  the  property  of  the  corporation,  and  as  usually 
understood  and  construed  these  terms  are  the  mere  equivalent 
of  the  language  employed  in  the  enactment  of  section  1  of  the 
act  of  1883.  For  when  a  receiver  may  be  appointed  under 
the  authority  of  this  section  he  will  take,  by  virtue  of  his 
appointment,  no  more  than  he  could  under  either  of  the  pro* 


898  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

United  States  Trust  Co.  of  New  York  agt  N.  Y.,  W.  S.  and  B.  K  Co. 

yisions  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  olr  than  were  in  terms 
declared  to  be  vested  in  the  receivers  by  the  order  in  this 
action.  The  object  as  well  as  the  authority  of  the  receiver  of 
a  corporation  or  of  a  receiver  of  the  property  of  a  corporation 
are  precisely  the  same,  for  the  corporation  can  have  no  more 
that  can  be  placed  in  the  custody  or  under  the  control  of  the 
receiver,  than  its  property,  effects  and  franchises  as  they  have 
been  included  in  this  order.  Whether,  therefore,  the  law 
designates  the  receiver  to  be  a  receiver  of  the  property  of  a 
corporation,  or  a  receiver  of  a  corporation,  as  the  language  has 
been  used  in  the  act  of  1883,  the  effect  is  precisely  the  same, 
and  no  tangible  ground  exists  for  distinguishing  the  language 
employed  in  this  statute  from  that  made  use  of  in  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  and  no  exception  is  therefore  permitted 
by  the  act  of  1883  from  the  generality  of  its  provisions,  by 
reason  of  the  circumstance  that  the  receiver  in  an  action  of 
this  nature  has  been  designated  by  the  Code  as  a  receiver  of 
the  property  of  the  corporation.  No  restraint  or  limitation 
on  account  of  this  mere  difference  of  expression  can  be  imposed 
upon  the  very  comprehensive  language  of  the  first  section  of 
the  act  of  1883,  but  it  must  be  read  as  it  has  been  expressed 
by  the  legislature,  to  include  every  application  made  after  its 
passage  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  a  corporation, 
or  of  the  property  of  a  corporation,  which,  in  legal  effect  as 
well  as  popular  understanding,  would  be  the  same  thing. 

If  this  receivership  should  be  excluded  from  section  1  of 
the  act  of  1883,  because  of  this  difference  of  expression,  all 
receivers  of  corporations  should  to  whom  it  has  been  applied 
in  the  Code,  for  all  are  described  and  designated  in  the  same 
language.  And  that  would  completely  nullify  this  part  of 
that  act,  and  wholly  defeat  the  purpose  of  the  legislature  in 
enacting  it.  It  would  leave  nothing  whatever  for  it  to  operate 
upon.    And  that  courts  are  not  at  liberty  to  do. 

It  has  been  urged  that  the  case  of  Whitney  agt.  JTew  York 
and  Atlantic  Railroad  Company  (32  Hun^  154)  is  at  variance 
with  this  construction,  but  in  that  case  the  effect  of  section  8 
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of  chapter  878  of  the  Laws  of  1883  was  alone  before  the 
court  for  its  consideration,  and  the  terms  of  that  section  were 
then  deemed  to  be  inapplicable  to  a  motion  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver  of  a  corporation  in  an  action  for  the  fore- 
closure of  its  mortgage.  That  constraction  was  deemed 
proper  for  the  reason  that  the  section  itself  was  framed  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  include  within  its  language  only  proceed- 
ings for  the  dissolution  of  a  corporation  or  the  distribution  of 
its  assets,  and  as  the  proceeding  in  this  action  iA  controlled  by 
section  1  of  the  act,  which  contains  no  such  qualification,  but 
is  more  general  in  its  language,  this  decision  is  inapplicable  to 
the  present  motion. 

The  sections  following  section  5  of  the  act  refer  in  terms  to 
insolvent  corporations,  but  they  contain  nothing  evincing  it  to 
be  designed  by  the  legislature  that  the  broad  language  of 
section  1,  and  of  the  others  immediately  following  it,  should 
be  subordinated  to  this  restriction.  The  nature  and  object  of 
these  parts  of  the  act  seem  to  have  been  intended  to  be  differ- 
ent, for  by  the  provisions  contained  in  the  first  and  the  three 
succeeding  sections,  all  receiverships  of  corporations  have,  in 
express  language  been  included,  while  the  provisions  made  by 
section  6,  and  those  succeeding  it  to  the  eleventh  section  of 
the  act,  have  been  specially  framed  to  meet  the  cases  of  insol- 
vent corporations  and  to  direct  what  should  be  the  practice  in 
that  class  of  cases.  These  sections  contain  no  language  or 
intimation  restricting  the  terms  or  effect  of  the  preceding 
sections  of  the  act  to  the  same  class  of  corporations, 
the  former  providing  for  receivers  of  all  corporations, 
and  the  latter  regulating  the  course  of  practice  to  be 
observed  in  proceedings  taken  for  the  dissolution  or 
distribution  of  the  assets  of  a  corporation.  "Why  this  dis- 
tinction has  been  made  is  not  explained  by  any  language  con- 
tained in  the  act,  but  that  it  was  intended  by  the  legislature 
is  evident  from  the  very  general  language  of  the  earlier  sec- 
tions, which  have  in  no  manner  been  qualified  or  subordinated 
to  the  provisions  contained  in  the  later  sections  of  the  act. 
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As  the  application  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  the 
railway  company  is  included  within  section  1  of  the  act  of 
1883,  and  by  it  was  required  to  be  made  in  the  county  of  New 
York,  or  in  an  adjoining  county,  and  the  order  in  question 
was  not  so  made,  it  is,  within  the  very  language  of  the  act,  a 
void  order,  and  cannot  stand  in  the  way,  therefore,  of  the 
success  of  the  present  application,  even  though  it  may  not  bo 
in  terms  proper  to  formally  direct  that  it  should  be  vacated. 
It  was  made  without  the  authority  of  law,  not  designedly,  of 
course,  but  the  general  language  of  this  section  of  the  act  of 
1883  was  inadvertently  overlooked.  It  is  remarkable  that  such 
an  oversight  should  have  arisen  in  the  proceeding,  as  it  is 
obvious  that  the  order  which  was  directed  and  entered  con- 
forms in  one  of  its  directions  to  what  has  been  required  by 
section  3  of  this  act  of  1883.  It  is  probable  that  this  over- 
sie[ht  arose  out  of  the  fact  that  the  proceeding  was  not  a  con- 
tested one,  but  the  application  made  by  the  plaintiff  was 
acquiesced  in  by  the  railway  company.  But  such  acquiescence 
could  not  confer  this  authority  upon  the  court,  when  by  this 
act  it  had  been  prohibited  from  exercising  it. 

The  decisions  made  in  Wilkinson  agt.  North  River  Con- 
struction Company^  ?iiidi  Pho&nix  Foundry  and  Machine  Com- 
pany agt.  The  Same^  and  Woeriahoffer  agt.  The  Sarne,  in  no 
manner  conflict  with  the  construction  here  given  to  the  act 
of  1883,  for  no  different  construction  of  the  portions  of  the 
act  applicable  to  this  proceeding  was  in  any  form  intimated 
in  either  of  those  decisions.  It  is  also  probably  needless  to 
add  that  the  case  of  AtriU  agt.  Rbckaway  Bea^h  Improve- 
ment Compa/ny  (25  Hun^  376),  can  have  no  effect  upon  the 
determination  of  this  application,  for  that  decision  depended 
upon  the  effect  to  be  given  to  section  769  of  the  Code, 
unqualified  and  unaffected  by  the  act  of  1883,  or  any  similar  act. 

From  these  considerations,  it  follows  that  the  application 
now  made  for  the  appointment  of  one  or  more  receivers  of 
the  railway  company  has  been  regularly  made  in  the  first 
judicial  district,  and  that  the  order  in  form  providing  for  that 
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appointment,  made  in  Orange  county,  presents  no  legal 
obstacle  in  tlie  way  of  the  exercise  of  this  authority.  One  of 
the  persons  who  was  designated  in  the  order,  has  not  been 
seriouslj'  objected  to,  and  from  the  known  character,  standing 
and  position  of  judge  Kussell,  it  is  very  certain  that  no  well 
founded  objection  to  his  capacity  or  qualifications  for  the 
office  of  receiver  could  be  made.  He  has  entered  upon  tlie 
discharge  of  the  duties  of  that  office  under  this  void  order, 
and  so  far  has  acquainted  himself  with  the  affairs  and  business 
of  the  railway  company,  and  there  seems,  therefore,  to  be  good 
reason  justifying  his  continuance  in  that  position  by  a  lawful 
appointment,  which  may  bo  made  under  the  provisions  of 
this  act.  To  discontinue  or  supersede  his  employment  in  this 
manner  would  be  of  no  benefit  or  advantage  to  either  of  the 
bondholders  or  the  parties  to  the  action,  but  it  would  cause 
disturbance,  interruption  and  embarrassment  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  affairs,  and  the  transaction  of  the  business  of  the 
railway  company,  and  ought  not  to  be  permitted.  As  the 
result  of  a  careful  consideration  of  all  that  has  been  said  by 
counsel,  and  stated  in  the  affidavits  brought  to  the  attention 
of  the  court,  judge  Kussell  should  be  continued  in  this  office 
by  the  order  to  be  made  upon  this  application,  and  upon  the 
like  security  as  was  required  in  his  behalf  by  Mr.  justice 
Brown,  who  presided  in  the  court  in  Orange  county.  As  to 
the  other  person  designated  in  the  order,  now  considered 
inoperative,  a  serious  opposition  has  been  made.  It  is  not 
necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  it  successful,  that  the 
allegations  made  against  him  should  be  found  to  be  well 
founded  in  fact,  for  no  person  should  be  appointed  to  such  a 
position  whose  administi*ation  may  not  receive  the  confidence 
of  the  parties  to  be  affected  by  it.  What  has  been  alleged 
against  him  may  be  entirely  without  foundation,  as  it  was 
said  to  be  by  Mr.  justice  Barnard  in  Currier  agt.  New  York^ 
West  Shore  and  Buffalo  Eailway  Company^  and  while  the 
objections  made,  for  that  reason,  would  form  no  good  ground 
for  his  removal,  they  might  well  be  entitled  still  to  the  effect 

Vol.  LXVn        51 
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of  preventing  his  appointment.  That,  however,  it  is  nut  nec- 
essary now  to  decide,  for  as  to  the  additional  receiver,  who  is 
to  be  the  associate  of  jndge  Kussell,  the  consideration  of  the 
case  will  be  deferred  until  the  bondholders  and  the  parties 
can  be  more  fully  heard  upon  this  subject. 

The  circumstance  of  an  order  having  been  made  by  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States  in  the  district  of  New  Jersey, 
of  a  similar  import  and  effect  to  that  made  in  Orange  county, 
has  not  been  deemed  important  .in  this  case,  for  that  order 
proceeded  no  further  than  to  invest  these  persons  with 
authority  over  so  much  of  the  railway  property  as  was  situated 
in  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  and  as  it  followed  the  order  which 
has  been  considered  to  have  been  unauthorized,  it  could  add 
nothing  whatever  to  the  validity  of  that  order. 

The  disposition  already  indicated  should  be  made  of  this 
application,  and  it  may  be  proper  to  add,  in  conclusion,  that 
in  tlie  diversity  of  the  laws  enacted  to  affect  the  appointment 
of  receivers  of  corporations,  and  the  frequent  changes  made 
by  the  legislature  in  their  provisions,  any  one  of  the  justices 
of  this  court  would  have  been  equally  as  liable  to  act  under  a 
misapprehension  of  the  state  of  the  law,  as  did  Mr.  justice 
Brown  at  the  time  when  the  proceeding  was  brought  before 
him;  and  as  it  was  not  contested,  would  have  been  equally 
disposed  to  have  acquiesced  in  the  assumed  regularity  of  what 
the  parties  to  the  action  both  consent-ed  should  be  done. 
Still,  that  will  not  sustain  the  proceeding,  but  an  order  must 
be  made,  as  already  suggested,  for  the  appointment  of  receivers 
of  this  corporation,  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
mortgage,  as  well  as  the  authority  which  the  law  has  vested 
in  the  court  over  the  subject. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Thb    Globb    Woolen    Compakt   agt.    Edmund    H. 

Cabhabt  et  €11% 

AttaehmejU — Facta  vihkh  erUiUs  party  to — When  v>iU  not  he  wicaUd, 

Where  shortly  before  an  assignment  by  a  firm  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
indiyidual  members  of  the  said  firm  made  drafts  of  moneys  belonging 
to  it  much  larger  than  they  had  been  in  the  habit  of  making  at  any  ono 
time  or  during  any  one  month,  not  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  obliga- 
tions of  the  firm,  or  even  for  the  payment  of  individual  debts,  such 
drafts  are  a  fraud  upon  creditors  justifying  the  issuance  of  attachment 
against  the  firm's  property;  and  though  the  property  thus  taken  be 
afterwards  returned,  the  attachment  should  not  for  that  reason  bQ 
dischaiged. 

N.  T.  ChatnberB^  Juhf^  1884. 

8.  F,  Knedand^  for  plaintiff. 

A.  J.  Vande9j>oelj  for  defendants, 

Van  Brunt,  J.  —  In  disposing  of  this  motion  to  vacate  the 
attachment  herein,  it  is  not  intended  in  any  way  to  pass  npon 
the  validity  of  the  assignment  made  by  the  defendants  to 
Nathaniel  Whitman.  The  only  question  which  will  be  con- 
sidered is,  what  is  the  legitimate  inference  which  is  to  be  drawn 
from  the  facts  showing  the  drafts  made  by  the  individual  mem- 
bers of  defendants'  firm  on  the  sixteenth  and  seventeenth  days  of 
June,  as  they  are  admitted  by  the  defendants.  The  recklesa 
manner  in  which  Mr.  Arnold  Davison  has  sworn  as  to  the 
drafts  made  by  Mrs.  M.  L.  Carhart  from  the  defendants'  firm 
from  January  1, 1884,  to  June  17,  1884,  shows  that  no  reli- 
ance whatever  is  to  be  placed  npon  his  affirmance  of  any 
facts  and  that  his  affidavit  is  entirely  unworthy  of  credit 

Mr.  Davison  swears  that  he  is  an  expert  aoconntant,  and 
that  since  the  assignment  of  the  defendants  herein,  he  has 
made  an  examination  of  the  books  of  the  firm  of  Carhart, 
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"Whitford  &  Co. ;  that  it  appears  from  said  books  that  from 
the  first  of  January,  1884,  to  the  17th  of  June,  1884,  inclusive, 
Mrs.  M.  L.  Carhart  drew  from  the  said  firm  a  sum  amounting 
in  the  aggregate  to  $40,803.61.  This  statement  was  abso- 
lutely false.  It  did  not  appear  that  Mrs.  Carhart  had  drawn 
any  such  sum ;  but  that  from  January  1,  1884,  to  June  17, 
1884,  she  had  drawn  the  sum  of  about  $17,800,  and  Mr.  Davi- 
son either  could  not  have  examined  the  books  as  he  swore  he 
did,  or  he  stated  that  the  books  showed  a  state  of  facts  which 
he  knew  did  not  exist.  Such  recklessness  in  the  making  of 
affidavits  has  become  too  common,  and  is  deserving  of  the 
severest  censure. 

The  defendants  admit  the  drafts  of  money  by  them  individu- 
-ally  on  the  sixteenth  and  seventeenth  of  June.  It  is  admitted 
that  the  moneys  so  drawn  belonged  to  the  firm,  and  there  is  no 
pretense  that  they  were  drawn  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  obligsv- 
tions  of  the  firm  or  even  for  the  payment  of  individual  debte. 
These  drafts  were  much  larger  than  the  members  of  the 
firm  had  been  in  the  habit  of  making  at  any  one  time  or 
rduring  any  one  month. 

The  facts  show  that  although  the  making  of  an  assignment 
had  not  been  determined  upon  until  the  afternoon  of  the  seven- 
teenth, or  perhaps  had  not  been  discussed  yet,  that  grave  diffi- 
culties were  staring  the  firm  in  the  face.  That  unless  new  capital 
was  procured,  the  firm  could  not  go  on  with  its  business,  and 
that  the  firm  might  not  be  able  to  meet  its  obligations  as  they 
matured.  Under  these  circumstances,  upon  finding  the  indi- 
vidual members  of  the  firm  drawing  much  larger  amounts 
from  the  firm  than  they  had  been  accustomed  to  do,  not  for 
the  purpose  of  paying  any  debts  then  due,  the  inquiry  natu- 
rally arises:  why  were  these  drafts  made?  and  I  am  forced 
to  the  conclusion  that  they  were  made  for  the  future  use  of 
the  individual  members  of  the  firm.  No  doubt  they  thought 
that  the  firm  would  eventually  pay  all  its  debts,  and  they  did 
not  intend  to  defraud  their  creditors,  but  they  wished  to 
have  on  hand  a  little  ready  money  upon  which  to  live  while 
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the  process  of  liquidation  was  going  on,  during  which  they 
could  not  expect  to  receive  anything  from  the  assests  of  the 
firm,  thus  secreting  property  which  belonged  to  their  creditors 
for  the  purpose  of  applying  it  to  their  own  individual  uses. 
It  was  while  the  defendants  held  this  money  so  drawn  that 
the  attachment  in  this  case  was  issued,  and  the  condition  o£ 
things  then  must  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties.  The 
defendants  then  had  this  money.  They  had  withdrawn  it 
from  the  reach  of  their  firm's  creditors,  with  the  intention  of 
applying  it  to  their  individual  uses,  which  they  had  no  right  to 
do,  and  which  was  a  fraud  upon  their  creditors.  If  the  money 
had  been  returned  before  the  issuing  of  the  attachment,  an 
entirely  different  question  might  have  been  presented,  but  a 
debtor  cannot  defeat  the  rights  of  a  delinquent  creditor  after 
his  fraud  had  been  discovered  by  returning  the  property 
improperly  taken. 

Much  stress  is  laid  by  the  defendant's  counsel  upon  the 
proposition  that  actual  fraud  must  be  shown,  and  that  no  proof 
of  such  actual  fraud  had  been  given  in  the  case  at  bar.  It 
may  be  true  that  the  defendants  thought  that  they  had  a 
right  to  take  this  copartnership  property  and  apply  it  to 
their  individual  uses,  but  ignorance  of  the  law  is  no  excuse. 
The  law  says  that  such  an  appropriation  by  a  copartner  of 
copartnership  property  is  a  fraud  upon  the  creditors  of  the 
copartnership,  no  matter  with  what  intent  it  may  have  been 
done.  The  defendants  did  not  intend  that  this  monpy  should 
go  to  the  payment  of  their  copartnership  debts,  to  which  it 
should  have  been  applied,  but  they  intended  to  keep  and  use 
it  for  their  individual  purposes,  thereby  secreting  it  and  with- 
drawing it  from  the  creditors  of  the  firm. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  motion  to  discharge 
the  attachment  should  be  denied,  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
GsoBGE  E.  Apslst,  appellant,  a^.  John  Wood,  respondent. 

Matitm — to  tet  cuide  judgment  entered  by  dtfavU — When  auck  moUon  whieh 
has  been  denied  may  be  renewed — What  are  new  and  addiiioTuU  facte  upon 
tolueh  eueh  motion  may  be  renewed. 

Upon  the  fourteenth  day  of  December  the  plaintiff  entered  np  a  judgment 
against  the  defendant  by  default.  The  roll  shows  that  the  summons 
was  served  by  one  R  The  defendant  denied  that  he  had  been  so  served 
and  made  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment  for  that  reason.  The 
affidavits  were  conflicting,  and  on  a  reference  to  take  proof  the  referee 
reported  that  there  had  been  no  service  of  the  summons.  The  special 
term  denied  the  motion  with  leave  to  renew.  The  motion  was  renewed 
upon  an  affidavit  \^hich  impeached  the  plaintiff's  character,  and  upon 
the  same  papers  which  had  been  the  basis  of  the  former  motion: 

JSeld^  that  the  statements  in  regard  to  plaintiff's  character  in  defendant's 
additional  affidavit  were  new  and  additional  facts  not  considered  in 
the  former  motion  and  entitled  him  to  renew  his  motion  to  set  aside  the 
judgment. 

Second  Deparimervt^  Oeneral  Terrriy  September^  1884. 
Before  Babnard,  P. «/".,  Dyehan  and  Pratt,  J  J. 

Appeal  from  two  orders  granted  by  Mr.  justice  Bbown,  one 
dated  February  28,  1883,  denying  a  motion  made  by  defend- 
ant to  set  aside  a  judgment  entered  against  him  December  14, 
1882  ;  the  other,  dated  March  6,  1883,  setting  aside  the  same 
judgment  on  substantially  the  same  state  of  facts. 

The  plaintiff  appeals  from  the  last  named  order  and  the 
defendant  from  the  first.  The  facts  are  substantially  as  fol- 
lows: On  the  14th  day  of  December,  1882,  the  plaintiff 
entered  up  a  judgment  against  the  defendant  in  Kings  county 
for  $3,161.44  by  default.  The  judgment-roll  showed  that  the 
summons  in  the  action  had  been  served  on  the  defendant  by 
one  Samuel  B.  Rogers,  his  affidavit  of  service  appearing  on 
the  back  of  said  summons.  The  defendant  denied  that  he  had 
ever  been  served  with  a  summons  in  the  action,  and  claimed 
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that  the  affidavit  of  Bogers  in  that  behalf  was  wholly  false 
and  made  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment  for  that  reason. 
Th&  affidavits  were  conflicting  and  the  coart  ordered  a  refer- 
ence to  take  proof.  The  referee  reported  the  evidence,  with  his 
opinion  that  there  had  been  no  service  of  the  summons  on  the 
defendant  in  the  action.  Motion  to  confirm  the  referee's 
report  and  to  set  aside  the  judgment  was  made  at  special  term, 
based  on  the  affidavits  and  the  evidence  taken  and  on  said 
report.  Said  motion  was  denied  by  the  court,  with  ten  dollars 
costs  of  opposing  same  and  all  disbursements.  The  costs  and 
disbursements  adjudged  against  defendant,  and  which  the 
order  denying  said  motion  required  him\o  pay,  amounted  to 
seventy-five  dollars.  The  court  held  that  said  summons  had 
been  duly  served  on  the  defendant,  and  that  his  evidence  in 
denial  thereof  was  wholly  false.  The  order  denying  said 
motion  contained  the  provision  that  "the  defendant  be  allowed 
to  apply  to  the  court  upon  such  other  papers  and  affidavits  as 
he  may  be  advised  to  set  aside  said  judgment  and  to  defend." 
The  defendant  duly  appealed  from  said  order  to  the  general 
term,  and  without  paying  or  tendering  the  costs,  immediately 
renewed  the  motion  upon  precisely  the  same  state  of  facts  and 
npon  the  same  papers  which  were  the  basis  of  the  former 
motion,  and  upon  the  additional  affidavit  of  the  defendant  in 
which  he  charged  plaintiff  with  various  crimes  and  offenses, 
in  substance,  that  "plaintiff  had  been  arrested  by  various 
persons  in  Lockhaven,  Pennsylvania,  and  in  Boston,  Massa- 
chusets,"  that  he  had  been  "arrested  for  larceny,  false 
pretenses,  embezzlement,  forgery,"  &c.  Except  these  vague 
charges  made  by  the  defendant  himself,  on  his  informatioa 
and  belief  against  the  character  of  the  plaintiff,  no  new  or 
additional  facts  were  presented  in  the  second  motion  not  heard 
and  considered  in  the  first.  On  the  argument  of  the  motion 
various  preliminary  objections  were  made  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel : 

1.  That  the  affidavit  of  merits  was  defective  and  did  not 
conform  to  the  rules  of  practice. 
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2.  That  defendant  had  not  paid  or  tendered  the  costs  of  the 
former  motion  and  was  stayed  till  such  paj^ment. 

3.  That  said  motion  being  a  nonenumeiitted  motion  must, 
nnder  the  rules  of  the  supreme  court,  be  noticed  for  the  first 
day  of  the  term,  whereas  this  motion  had  been  noticed  for  the 
second  day  of  the  term. 

4.  That  the  order  to  show  cause  did  not  state  any  reason 
for  requiring  a  shorter  notice  than  eight  days. 

5.  That  no  irregularities  were  specified  in  the  moving  affida. 
vits,  or  in  the  order  to  show  cause  why  the  judgment  should 
be  set  aside,  and  no  I'eason  or  excuse  given  for  opening  the 
default. 

6.  That  said  motion  was  a  renewal  motion  on  the  same  state 
of  facts  as  presented  in  the  former  motion  already  heard  and 
denied  by  the  court ;  that  the  denial  of  the  former  motion  was 
a  bar  to  the  second  or  renewal  motion,  and  conclusive  of  the 
facts  here  presented. 

7.  That  the  allegations  in  the  moving  affidavit  of  the  defend- 
ant in  regard  to  plaintiflPs  character,  constituting  the  "  new  or 
additional  facts,"  were  incompetent,  immaterial  and  inadmis- 
sible for  any  purpose ;  that  they  were  scandalous,  and  the  court 
was  asked  to  suppress  them  and  that  the  same  be  stricken  from 
the  record. 

The  objections  were  severally  overruled,  and  the  court 
granted  an  order  setting  aside  the  judgment  on  the  sole 
ground  that  the  statements  in  regard  to  plaintifiTs  character 
in  defendant's  additional  affidavit  were  "  new  and  additional 
facts  "  not  considered  in  the  former  motion,  thus  clearly  over- 
ruling a  long  line  of  decisions  of  general  terms  and  of  the 
court  pf  appeals  of  this  state. 

Ansoti  B,  Moore  and  Andrew  J.  Moore  {Moore  dk  Moore\ 
for  plaintiff  and  appellant : 

I.  The  preliminary  objections  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
motion  were  well  taken  and  should  have  been  sustained,  and 
the  motion  denied.     1.  The  affidavit  of  merits  was  defective 
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and  should  have  been  adjudged  invalid.  It  does  not  conform  in 
any  respect  to  the  eatablished  rule  of  the  court  and  is  void. 
The  defendant  should  swear  in  his  affidavit  of  merits,  on  the 
*^  advice  "  of  counsel,  and  not  as  in  this  case,  that  lie  has  a  good 
defense  as  he  is  "  informed,"  &c.  The  rule  is  well  settled 
that  "  unless  the  language  of  the  affidavit  strictly  conforms  to 
the  rule  of  the  courts,  it  will  be  treated  as  a  nullity  "  {Bretten 
agt.  Peahody^  4  IlUl^  61,  and  note ;  Brown  agt.  Miller^  3 
Cainea^  97 ;  Richmond  agt.  Cowles^  2  HUl^  359  ;  Sxoartwout 
agt.  Ilodgey  16  Johns,^  3 ;  Carman  agt.  Titus,  6  Johns. ,  355). 
2.  The  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment  was  based  on  the 
alleged  fact  of  non-service  of  the  summons.  That  was  the 
only  irregularity  specified  in  the  affidavits  and  order  to  show 
cause.  That  motion  was  denied  with  costs  and  disbursements 
to  the  plaintiff.  The  costs  and  disbursements  amounted  to 
seventy-fiN'e  dollars.  The  defendant  without  paying  or  tend- 
ering the  said  costs,  renewed  the  motion  to  set  aside  the 
judgment.  The  rule  is  well  settled  that  where  the  costs  of  a 
motion  are  not  paid,  the  party  in  default  is  absolutely  stayed 
till  the  same  are  paid  {Sword  agt.  Wilsonj  3  A(>b.  iT.  Cl,  50 ; 
Lyons  agt.  Murat,  54  How,^  23 ;  Thmde  agt.  Frost,  1  AVb, 
N,  p.,  297 ;  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  sec.  779 ;  see  Throop^s  note  to 
this  section).  Tlie  non-payment  of  costs  ipso  facto  stayed  all 
proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  defendants.  3.  This  was  a 
non-enumerated  mo£ion  {Rule  38 ;  IlurCs  Court  Rvles,  145). 
Non-enumerated  motions  can  only  be  noticed  for  the  firat  day 
of  the  term,  and  the  notice  "  shall  not  be  for  a  later  day  unless 
sufficient  cause  be  shown  and  contained  in  the  affidavits  served, 
for  not  giving  notice  for  the  first  day "  {See  Ride  21).  The 
rule  requiring  a  motion  to  be  noticed  for  the  first  day  of  the 
term,  is  applicable  to  an  order  to  show  cause  {Power  agt.  Yii- 
lage  of  Athens,  19  Ilun,  165).  This  order  to  show  cause 
is  made  returnable  the  second  day  of  the  term,  and  no 
excuse  is  given  in  the  moving  papers  for  not  making  the  same 
returnable  the  first  day  of  the  term  (  Whipple  agt.  Williams, 
4  IIow.,  28 ;  Ogdensburgh  Bank  agt.  Paige,  2  Code  R.,  67 ; 
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WcUrath  agt.  KeUer,  Id.j  129 ;  Mayer  agt.  Apfui^  2  Sweeny^ 
729).  4.  Neither  the  order  to  show  cause  or  the  affidavits 
presented,  state  any  reason  for  requiring  a  shorter  notice  than 
eight  days,  as  required  by  the  rules  of  practice  {S.  C,  Rxde 
37 ;  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  sec.  780).  6.  No  irregularities  are  speci- 
fied in  the  moving  affidavits  or  order  to  show  cause,  for  wliicU 
the  judgment  should  be  set  aside,  and  no  reason  or  excuse 
given  for  opening  the  default  (Graham  agt  Pinchneyy  2  Hun^ 
846;  Lewis  agt.  Graham,  7  Rob.,  147;  16  AVb.,  126;  4 
Barl.,  254;  25  How.,  190;  16  AU.,  83 ;  22  Bow.,  476,  477; 
26  Barl.,  409  ;  7  IIow.,  416 ;  2  Code  R.,  79).  It  is  sufficient 
ground  for  denying  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  judgment,  if  no 
irregularity  is  specified  in  the  notice  of  motion  or  order  to 
show  cause  (Lewis  agt.  Graham,  16  Ahb.  Pr.^  126).  A 
motion  to  set  aside  a  summons  for  irregularity  will  be  denied, 
with  costs,  where  the  notice  of  motion  does  not  specify  the 
grounds  of  the  motion,  or  in  what  the  irregularity  consists 
{PerMns  agt.  Mead,  22  How.,  476,  477).  6.  The  statements 
in  the  moving  affidavit  of  the  defendant  in  regard  to  plain- 
tiflPs  character  were  clearly  incompetent,  immaterial  and  inad- 
missible for  any  purpose.  They  were  scandalous  in  the 
extreme  and  should  have  been  stricken  out  on  motion  then 
and  there  made.  The  plaintiff  was  an  attorney  and  counselor- 
at-law,  an  officer  of  the  court,  and  was  entitled  to  its  protec- 
tion. The  statements  therein  were  interposed  for  the  purpose 
of  disgracing  and  degrading  the  plaintiff  and  to  prejudice  the 
court  against  him  and  his  rights,  and  were  calculated  to  have 
that  effect,  and  this  court  cannot  see  that  it  did  not  have  the 
effect  to  induce  the  court  below  to  set  aside  the  judgment. 
The  plaintiff  had  not  been  sworn  as  a  witness,  nor  had  he 
made  an  affidavit  in  opposition  to  the  motion,  hence  the 
impeaching  affidavit  was  incompetent  evidence  for  any  pm*- 
pose.  Evidence  that  a  witness  has  been  indicted  for  perjury 
and  for  forgery  is  inadmissible  to  impeach  his  credibility. 
{Jaokson  agt.  Osbom,  2  Wend.,  555 ;  People  agt.  Gray,  7 
JSr.  T.  R.,  878;  59  Bar^.,  619 ;  49  Barb.,  342 ;  Peopte  agt. 
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Herrvik,  13  Johns,,  82 ;  1  Greerd.,  457-463 ;  15  Hun,  269 ; 
Nefwcomh  agt.  Griswold,  24  N,  y.,  298 ;  Opinion  "by  Allen, 
e/. ;  3  WaiU'B  Pr.j  142 ;  L&e  agt.  Chadrey,  3  Keyes,  225 ; 
WarreU  agt.  Parmley,  1  N.  Y.,  519;  People  agt.  TTifoy,  3 
Rill,  193 ;  Conway  agt.  Conway,  6  iT.  y".,  97 ;  Zflt  J?^aw  agt. 
People,  6  Pari.  6Wm.  -ff.,  371;  Yarona  agt.  Scarros,  8 
-45J.,  302;  Griston  agt.  Smith,  1  2>aZy,  380;  7?^^  agt. 
P?opi6,  42  iT.  r.,  270;  People  agt.  Oopo,  76  iT.  Y, 
288;  Jackson  agt.  Lewie,  13  Johns,,  504).  7.  The  plain- 
tiff iB  regular  in  his  practice.  The  defendant  does  not 
state  any  excuse  or  reason  for  opening  the  default ;  he  does 
not  assign  any  irregularity  either  in  the  judgment  or 
execution,  hence  the  judgment  and  execution  should  stand 
{MovUon  agt.  De  Maoarty,  6  Rclbt,  470-472).  If  the  rules 
of  practice  as  laid  down  by  this  court  are  to  be  respected  and 
accepted  as  a  guidance  for  practitioners,  then  the  foregoing 
preliminary  objections  should  be  upheld  and  sustained. 

TI.  The  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment  and  to  defend  the 
action  should  have  been  denied  by  the  court  below,  and 
the  order  granted  in  pursuance  thereof  should  be  reversed. 
This  is  a  renewal  motion  upon  the  same  state  of  facts.  It  is 
a  settled  practice  in  this  state  that  where  a  motion  has  been 
once  heard,  considered  and  denied,  it  cannot  be  renewed  on 
the  same  state  of  facts.  In  MiUs  agt.  ThuvAy  (11  How,  Pr. 
P.,  114),  EosvELT,  J.,  says:  "Where  a  motion  has  been 
fully  considered  and  absolutely  denied  it  cannot  again  be  heard 
on  the  same  state  of  facts.  A  party  moving  cannot  bring 
forward  his  objections  by  installments."  In  the  People  agt. 
JVuroine  (8  IliU,  416),  Cowen,  J.,  says:  "A  motion  will 
sometimes  be  opened  on  the  question  being  changed  by  new 
materials  arising  afterwards,  but  not  otherwise.  But  if  the 
facts  remain  essentially  the  same  at  the  time  of  the  applicar 
tion  to  renew  that  they  were  when  the  former  motion  was 
denied,  the  court  will  not  allow  the  matter  to  be  reheard  on 
the  merits  "  {See  Gatherhead  v,  Brorrdey,  7  T,  P.,  455  ;  Simp- 
son agt.  Hart,  14  Johns,,  68 ;  SchuToan  agt.  ^Yeatherhead^ 


418  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Apsley  a^.  Wood. 

1  East,  637 ;  AUen  agt.  Oihhs,  12  Wend.,  202 ;  Dollfus  et  al. 
agt.  Frosch,  6  Zf?H,  493,  if^te  "J. "  to  ad(?v^  ca^e ;  Hoffman 
agt.  Livingston,  1  Johns.  Ch.,  211). 

III.  The  defendant  was  bound  to  present  in  his  first  motion 
all  necessary  facts  in  his  possession,  or  within  his  knowledge, 
to  entitle  him  to  any  relief  that  he  could  or  would  be  entitled 
to  under  any  circumstances.  No  new  state  of  facts  being 
presented  in  the  second  motion  not  known  to  the  defendant, 
and  duly  presented  in  the  first,  the  second  motion  was  prop- 
erly met  by  the  established  practice  that  "a  party  complainin;]^ 
of  any  proceeding  in  a  cause  must  embody  all  objections  then 
existing  in  one  motion.  He  cannot  make  a  separate  motion 
for  each  objection"  {Patterson  9i^.  Bacon,  21  IIow.,  478, 
opinion  hy  Ingraham,  J.,  479 ;  Desmond  agt.  Wolf,  1  Code 
E.,  49 ;  12  Abb.,  142 ;  19  How.,  412,  413;.  In  Schlemmes 
agt.  Myerstein  (19  How.,  413),  which  was  a  renewal  motion 
made  in  the  supreme  court  for  an  attachment  after,  one  had 
been  granted  at  the  marine  court  and  set  aside/  Leonard,  J., 
says :  "  Nothing  is  shown  to  have  occurred  or  come  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  plaintiflE  or  his  agents  to  authorize  the  grant- 
ing of  an  attachment  since  he  applied  for  and  obtained  such  a 
warrant  in  tlie  marine  court.  The  attachment  in  that  court 
was  vacated,  after  opposition  and  argument  on  the  merits  of 
the  application,  on  the  same  state  of  facts  now  existing.  The 
facts  have  been  more  fully  presented  in  this  court,  but  they 
are  the  same  which  then  existed  and  might  have  been  pre- 
sented with  the  same  care  on  the  hearing  of  the  motion  in  the 
mai*ine  court.  No  new  case  is  here  presented.  The  defend- 
ant is  not  to  be  continually  vexed  by  the  same  application, 
nor  are  the  same  or  different  tribunals  to  hear  and  decide  the 
same  matters  more  than  once.  Motion  denied,  with  ten  dol- 
lars costs."  In  Simpson  agt.  Hart  (14  Johns.,  72),  Platt,  J., 
in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this  case,  involving 
the  same  principle,  justly  and  eloquently  says  :  "  The  court  is 
not  asked  to  interfere  on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evi- 
dence.   It  is  not  a  new  fact,  but  merely  an  additional  item 
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of  evidence,  *  *  *  which  additional  fact  existed  prior 
to  the  motion,  *  *  *  and  for  ought  that  appears  it  was 
known  to  Simpson,  and  the  evidence  of  it  completely  in  his 
power  at  the  time  of  his  application  to  the  mayor's  court,  bat 
of  which  it  seems  he  did  not  then  choose  to  avail  himself. 
No  doubt,"  saya  the  learned  judge,  "  a  rehearing  may  enable 
a  party  to  come  better  prepared.  He  may  give  additional 
evidence  and  urge  new  ai'guments  upon  the  point  in  litiga- 
tion ;  but  pitiable  indeed  would  be  the  condition  of  suitors  if 
these  were  deemed  sufficient  grounds,  not  merely  for  a  new 
trial  but  for  a  new  suit  in  another  court  of  concurrent  •juris- 
diction. Vexation,  expense  and  delay  would  be  infinite  under 
sucL  a  rule.  Justice  instead  of  being  seated  on  a  stable  throne 
would  become  an  ignus  fatuouB^  tantalizing  her  followers  by 
continually  eluding  her  grasp."  In  Smith  agt.  Spalding  (3 
HohU^  615),  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  Robebt- 
soN,  J.,  says :  *^  Motions  may  be  reheard  on  leave  on  special 
occasions,  but  not  on  the  same  state  of  facts."  The  above  is 
a  general  term  decision,  and  the  court  cites  with  approval  the 
following  cases:  Fenton  agt.  LumhermarCB  Bank  (Clarke^ 
360);  MiUstLgt.  Thursby  (11  How.  Fr.,  114).  "A  motion 
can  only  be  renewed  upon  new  grounds  and  not  upon  mere 
additional  or  cumulative  papers"  {^Baacom  agt.  Feazler^  2 
JJiw^.,  16 ;  Boy  agt.  Conner ,  3  Edw.  C%.,  479).  "  Leave  to 
renew  a  motion  will  not  be  granted  to  enable  a  party  to  pre- 
sent facts  which  were  known  to  him  at  the  time  of  his  original 
motion  "  {LoveU  agt.  Masting  12  Ahb.j  178).  "A  motion  once 
denied  cannot  be  renewed  as  a  matter  of  right,  except  upon  a 
different  state  of  facts  arising  subsequent  to  the  decision  of 
the  former  motion "  {Bank  of  Havana  agt.  Moore,  5  Hun, 
624 ;  Boas  agt.  Buf,  56  Barb.,  567 ;  88  How.,  492  ;  7  Abb. 
[2V.  S.l  385 ;  52  Barb.,  637 ;  6  Aib.  [iT.  S.],  442 ;  Biggs  et 
al.  agt.  Russell  et  al.,  74  If.  Y.,  370). 

I Y.  The  court  below  having  held  as  matter  of  fact  that  the 
summons  in  the  action  had  been  duly  served  on  the  defendant, 
and  that  the  defendant's  evidence  in  denial  thereof  was  will- 
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fully  and  wickedly  false,  his  moving  affidavits,  or  any  evidence 
of  his  as  to  a  defense  on  the  merits,  should  have  been  disre- 
garded. The  letter  and  spirit  of  the  Latin  maxim  should  have 
been,  and  should  be,  fully  and  forcibly  applied  to  the  defend- 
ant and  to  his  defense  in  this  SLGtioTiyfalsi^  in  uno^faUua  in 
omnibus.  It  is  submitted  that  if  long  established  rules  and 
well  considered  legal  precedents  have  any  binding  force  or 
consideration  in  this  court  the  order  setting  aside  the  judg- 
ment will  be  reversed. 

E.  D.  ChUde  and  C.  M.  Stafford^  for  defendant  and 
respondent : 

I.  The  granting  of  the  order  appealed  from  by  the  plaintiff 
rests  in  the  legal  discretion  of  the  judge  before  whom  the 
action  was  made  and  decided,  and  being  a  discretionary  order, 
it  is  not  appealable  (J/ar^inagt  Oovld^  4tiSujpr,  Ct.  [J.  <&  5.], 
544 ;  Mead  agt.  Meady  2  E\  D.  Smithy  223 ;  Churchill  agt. 
MaUison^  2  HiU.^  70 ;  Ballon  agt.  Depeysler^  3  CodeR,^  141 ; 
Carpevder  agt.  Carpenter^  4  Hov).  Pr.^  139). 

Babnabd,  p.  J.  —  This  appeal  is  based  upon  an  apparently 
contradictory  decision  at  special  term  upon  the  same  sub- 
stantial facts.  Upon  the  14th  day  of  December,  1882,  tlie 
plaintiff  entered  up  a  judgment  against  the  defendant  for 
$3,161.44  by  default.  The  roll  shows  that  the  summons  was 
served  by  one  Rogers.  The  defendant  denies  that  he  had 
been  so  served,  and  made  a  motion  to  se]t  aside  the  judgment 
for  that  reason.  The  affidavits  were  conflicting  and  the  court 
ordered  a  reference  to  take  proof.  The  referee  reported  that 
there  had  been  no  service  of  the  summons.  The  special  term 
denied  the  motion  with  a  leave  to  renew.  The  motion  was 
renewed  upon  an  affidavit  which  impeached  the  plaintiff's 
character,  and  upon  the  same  papers  which  had  been  the  basis 
of  the  former  motion.  The  court  set  aside  the  judgment  so 
far  as  to  permit  an  answer  to  be  served.  The  defendant  did 
answer  and  the  plaintiff  appealed ;  the  defendant  then  appealed 
from  the  order  refusing  to  set  aside  the  judgment.    The 
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plaintiff  iaoves  to  dismiss  that  appeal  because  the  defendant 
renewed  the  motion  and  took  a  benefit  under  the  subsequent 
order,  and  is  therefore  bound  to  submit  to  the  former  order. 
Upon  the  appeal  from  the  second  order  by  plaintiff,  he 
claimed  to  reverse  that  because  the  rehearing  was  improper 
upon  the  same  fact.  If  the  second  order  is  reversed  because 
it  was  improper  to  have  the  motion  a  second  time  heard,  and 
the  appeal  from  the  first  order  by  the  defendant  is  dismissed 
^because  he  is  estopped  by  the  second  order,  the  defendant 
will  be  without  the  power  to  present  his  case  upon  appeal. 
We  think  the  claim  made  by  plaintiff  as  to  the  illegality  of 
the  renewal  motion  untenable. 

The  right  to  renew  was  reversed  by  the  order  denying  the 
first  motion.  The  additional  affidavit  of  defendant  did  fur- 
nish new  facts  of  weight  upon  the  renewed  motion.  The 
plaintiff  was  stated  to  be  a  person  likely  to  procure  a  false 
affidavit  of  service.  That  he  had  a  bad  character :  had  been 
arrested  for  crime  and  had  been  found  guilty  of  procuring  a 
deed  by  fraud.  The  report  of  the  referee  is  abundantly  sus- 
tained by  the  evidence.  The  parties  to  the  occurrence  dis- 
agree. Eogers  says  he  served  the  paper,  Wood  denies  the 
service.  The  surrounding  facts  are  in  favor  of  defendant's 
testimony. 

Eogers  was  a  real  estate  broker  and  not  a  person  who  was 
accustomed  to  serve  papers.  The  claim  is  a  large  one,  and 
tUe  plaintiff  delayed  some  three  months  after  he  could  have 
entered  judgment.  Bogers  says  he  served  two  papers  at  the 
same  time,  one  was  the  summons  in  this  case  and  the  other 
a  summons  and  complaint  in  the  Kings  county  court.  The 
defendant  employed  an  attorney  in  due  time  to  defend  in  the 
county  court,  and  although  he  denies  any  debt  in  this  case,  and 
although  he  had  a  store  well  stocked  in  Brooklyn  in  his  pos- 
session, he  waited  until  the  sheriff  came  with  the  execution 
before  making  any  defense.  Although  the  report  of  the 
referee  is  not  subject  to  as  strict  a  rule  in  respect  to  the  result 
upon  A  disputed  question  of  fact  upon  itjsues  tried,  yet  the 


ilG  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

People  ex  rd,  TuUy  agt.  Davidson. 

report  should  stand  even  if  only  fairly  supported  by  the  evi- 
dence. A  referee  has  the  benefit  of  the  aid  derived  from  the 
inspection  of  the  witnesses,  and  of  their  manner  upon  the 
stand  as  well  as  upon  the  trials  of  issues  in  actions.  Assum- 
ing that  the  defendant  had  failed  to  remember  the  service,  he 
was  still  entitled  to  answer  if  he  had  a  defense;  but  we 
think  the  summons  was  never  served,  from  the  evidence  and 
report  of  the  referee. 

The  order  should  be  modified  by  striking  out  the  request 
upon  plaintiflPs  part  to  refer.  It  should  be  left  optional  with 
him  to  refer  or  not.  As  tluw  modifieci^  thjs  order  appealed  from 
is  afiirmed,  with  costs  and  disbursements.  The  appeal  taken 
by  defendant  from  the  denial  of  the  motion  to  set  aside  the 
judgment  should  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 

Peati  and  Dykman,  JJ.,  concur. 


SUPKEME  COUET. 

Thb  People  ex  rd.  Obrald  O.  Tully  agt.  Alexandeb  V. 

Davidson,  sheriflE. 

Habeas  carpus  — Bail — Stangers  cannot  he  permitted  to  became  haUf&r  a  man 
mthaut  his  consent — What  amounts  only  to  a  voluntary  escape — Bight  of 
sheriff  to  retake  prisoner  on  mesne  process  after  an  escape. 

The  relator  was  arrested  upon  an  order  in  a  civil  suit  for  conver^on. 
While  in  custody  under  this  order,  which  fixed  his  bail  at  $70,000,  he 
was  taken  to  the  office  of  a  United  States  commissioner,  where  extradi- 
tion proceedings  were  begun  against  him  for  his  extradition  to  Great 
Britain  upon  a  charge  of  forgery.  While  these  proceedings  were  going 
on  relator  was  transferred  to  the  custody  of  the  United  States  marshal. 
He  was  finally  discharged  on  habeas  corpus,  by  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States,  but  was  at  once  rearrested  and  taken  to  Jail  again  by 
persons  acting  under  the  pretended  authority  of  an  instrument  in  writ- 
ing indorsed  upon  a  paper  purporting  to  be  an  undertaking  by  bail  in 
the  civil  suit  in  the  state  court  The  prisoner  knew  nothing  about  this 
undertaking,  but  it  had  been  cfiven  to  the  sheriff  without  his^iowledge 
or  consent.   It  was  executed  by  S.  and  B. ,  both  strangers  to  iKprlaouer, 
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and  accepted  by  plaintiff^s  counsel  by  Indorsement  thereon.  The  instru- 
ment thus  executed  and  accepted  bore  a  further  indorsement  whereby 
]}.  assumed  to  depute  two  persons  in  his  place  and  stead  to  arrest  and 
surrender  the  prisoner  to  the  sheriff  in  exoneration  of  B.  as  bail.  On 
return  of  writ  of  ?iabeas  corpus  the  sheriff  certified  that  he  held  the  rela- 
tor by  virtue  of  this  "surrender  in  exoneration  of  bail,"  and  also  by 
virtue  of  the  order  of  arrest  previously  granted: 

Eeldf  that  S.  and  B.  never  lawfully  became  the  ball  of  the  prisoner,  nor 
ever  possessed  any  power  to  surrender  him.  The  sheriff  derived  no 
authority  to  hold  him  from  any  act  done  by  either  of  the  self  constituted 
sureties. 

The  undertaking  was  a  nullity  so  far  as  the  prisoner  was  concerned. 
Strangers  cannot  be  permitted  to  become  bail  for  a  man  without  his 
consent.  The  giving  of  bail  constitutes  a  contract  between  the  principal 
and  his  sureties,  and  the  principal  has  a  right  to  determine  for  himself 
whether  he  will  assume  the  obligations  of  such  a  person  or  not.  They 
cannot  be  imposed  upon  him  against  his  will. 

Held,  further,  that  the  transfer  of  the  relator  to  the  custody  of  the 
federal  authorities  and  the  subsequent  fransaction  in  reference  to  the 
so-called  bail  bond,  amounted  at  most  to  a  voluntary  escape  and  the 
sheriff  had  a  right  to  retake  him  by  virtue  of  the  original  order  of  arrest 
which  had  not  become  functus  officio  and  that  he  is  lawfully  in  the 
custody  of  the  sheriff. 

N^w  York  Chancers  J  Aitgitstj  1884. 

Thb  relator  was  arrested  on  May  21,  1884,  upon  an  order 
granted  by  Mr.  justice  Donohub  in  a  civil  suit  for  conversion, 
instituted  in  the  supreme  court  by  the  Preston  Banking  Com- 
pany of  England.  While  in  custody  under  this  order,  which 
fixed  his  bail  at  $70,000,  he  was  taken  to  the  office  of  a  United 
States  commissioner,  before  whom  proceedings  were  begun 
against  him  for  his  extradition  tc  Grreat  Britain  upon  a  charge 
of  forgery.  While  these  proceedings  were  going  on  the 
relator  appears  to  have  been  transferred  to  the  custody  of  the 
United  States  marshal.  He  was  finally  discharged  on  /labeas 
corpus  by  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  on  June  18, 
1884;  but  was  at  once  rearrested  and  taken  to  jail  again  by 
persons  acting  under  the  pretended  authority,  of  an  instrument 
in  writing  indorsed  upon  a  paper  purporting  to  be  an  under- 
taking by  bail  in  the  civil  suit  in  the  state  court. 
Vol.  LXVII        53 
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The  prisoner  knew  nothing  about  this  undertaking.  It  had 
been  given  to  the  sheriff  without  his  knowledge  or  consent. 
It  was  executed  by  John  Smith,  who  described  himself  as  a 
stenographer,  of  No.  16  Marion  street,  and  John  Brady,  Jr., 
of  High  Bridge.  These  gentlemen,  both  strangers  to  him, 
undertook  to  be  responsible  in  the  sum  of  $70,000  for  the 
submission  of  the  defendant  to  final  process  in  the  action. 
They  omitted  to  make  the  usual  affidavits  of  bail  as  to  suffi- 
ciency, but  the  undertaking  was  nevertheless  satisfactory  to 
the  plaintifPs  attorneys,  wlio  signed  an  indorsement  thereon  iu 
the  following  words : 

We  hereby  admit  due  service  by  the  sheriff  of  a  certified 
copy  of  the  witliin  undertaking  of  bail,  and  hereby  approve 
said  undertaking  as  to  form  and  manner  of  execution,  and 
accept  the  bail  therein  named* 

Dated  Hbw  York,  June  16,  1884. 

MAKTIN  &  SMITH. 

This  instrument,  thus  executed  and  accepted,  bore  a  further 
indorsement  whereby  Mr.  John  Brady,  Jr.,  assumed  to  depute 
>two  persons  in  his  place  and  stead  to  arrest  and  surrender 
<Jerald  T.  Tully  to  the  sheriff  in  exoneration  of  Mr.  Brady 
as  -bail. 

On  the  return  to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  in  the  present 
proceeding,  the  sheriff  certifies  that  he  holds  the  relator  by 
virtue  of  this  "  surrender  in  exoneration  of  bail,"  and  also  by 
virtue  of  the  order  of  arrest  granted  by  Mr.  justice  Donohue. 

Charles  R.  Lvscomb^  for  relator. 

IL  W.  3wine  and  A.  P.  Whitehead^  for  the  Preston  Bank- 
ing ^Oonospany. 

EAvoarA  J.  Cramer ^  for  the  sheriff. 

Babtlbtt,  e/I  —  I  think  it  perfectly  clear  that  the  alleged 
rSUTrender  by  bail  conferred  no  authority  upon  the  sheriff  or 
anybody  else  to  take  or  hold  the  prisoner.     The  undertaking 
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was  a  miUity  so  far  as  the  prisoner  was  concerned.  Stiungers 
cannot  be  permitted  to  become  bail  for  a  man  without  his 
consent  The  giving  of  bail  constitutes  a  contract  between 
the  principal  and  his  sureties,  and  the  principal  has  a  right  to 
determine  for  himself  whether  he  will  assume  the  obligations  of 
such  a  person  or  not.  They  cannot  be  imposed  upon  him  against 
his  win.  In  the  view  of  the  law,  a  person  who  has  been  admitted 
to  bail  is  at  all  times  in  the  custody  of  his  sureties,  who  may 
break  into  his  house  to  retake  him,  and  may  even  arrest  him) 
on  Sunday,  always  holding  him,  as  it  were,  at  the  end  of  a* 
string.  The  controlling  power  of  the  bail  over  the  principal 
is  one  which  can  be  exercised  at  all  times  and  in  all  places 
{NicolU  agt.  Ingersol^  7  Johns.y  156).  A  prisoner  is  entitled 
to  choose  whether  he  will  give  any  one  else  this  dominion  over 
him  or  will  remain  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff.  According- 
to  Sir  William  Blackstone,  the  security  for  the  appearance  of 
a  party  arrested  is  called  bail  because  the  defendant  is  bailed 
or  delivered  to  his  sureties,  ^^  and  is  supposed  to  continue  in 
their  friendly  custody,  instead  of  going  to  gaol"  (3  BlaoksL . 
Com.,  290). 

In  the  present  case  it  was  asserted  by  counsel  upon  the  argu- 
ment, and  not  denied,  that  the  sureties,  Messrs.  Smith  and<t 
Brady,  were  respectively  a  stenographer  and  a  derk  in  the 
office  of  the  plaintiff's  attorneys.  It  would  be  a  mockery  to 
hold  that  the  employes  of  a  law  firm  engaged  in  prosecuting 
a  person  for  an  alleged  conversion  of  $70,000  could  possibly 
be  "friendly"  toward  the  defendant.  On  the  contrary,  it 
is  evident  that  they  were  agents  in  a  scheme  to  injure  the 
prisoner  rather  than  benefit  him  by  becoming  his  baiL 

A  slight  effort  was  made  to  justify  the  giving  of  this 
i*emarkable  undertaking  by  the  argument  that  it  was  bail  by 
the  sheriff  instead  of  to  the  sheriff,  in  other  words  that  the 
sheriff  having  become  liable  to  the  plaintiff's  attorneys  for 
letting  the  prisoner  out  of  his  custody  into  that  of  the  United 
States  marshal,  he  thereupon  gave  this  undertaking  in  his  own 
behalf,  and  the  plaintiff's  attorney  so  accepted  it.     This  argu 
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ment  is  disposed  of  by  reference  to  the  undertaking  itself, 
which  is  indorsed  as  follows : 

I  certify  that  the  defendant  in  this  action  has  been  held  to 
bail  by  me,  pursuant  to  the  order  of  arrest  issued  herein,  and 
I  further  certify  that  the  within  is  a  true  copy  of  the  bail 
taken  by  me  under  the  said  order. 

A,  V.  DAVIDSON,  Sherlf. 

It  is  hardly  conceivable  that  the  sherifE  would  speak  of  the 
bail  as  being  '^  taken  by  me,"  if  he  thought  he  was  giving  bail 
himself. 

I  do  not  think  that  Messrs.  Smith  and  Brady  ever  lawfully 
became  the  bail  of  Gterald  T.  Tully,  or  ever  possessed  any 
power  to  surrender  him.  The  sheriflE  derives  no  authority  to 
hold  him,  from  any  act  done  by  either  of  these  self -constituted 
sureties. 

It  is  Contended,  however,  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  the 
civil  suit,  that  the  transfer  of  the  relator  to  the  custody  of  the 
Federal  authorities  and  the  subsequent  transaction  in  reference 
to  the  so-called  bail  bond,  amount  at  most  only  to  a  voluntary 
escape ;  that  the  right  of  the  sheriff  to  retake  a  prisoner  on 
mesne  process  after  an  escape  is  well  settled,  and  hence  that 
l^e  present  detention  of  the  relator  is  lawful. 

I  tliink  these  propositions  are  correct. 

It  is  dottbtfttl  whether  the  sheriff  could  be  held  liable  for 

an  escape  on  aiBowing  the  United  States  marshal  to  take  the 

relator  during  the  pendency  of  the  extradition  proceedings^ 

even  against  the  wishes  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  civil  action  {See 

WUcJbeiM  agt.  WiXle^j  1  Keyes^  521). 

A»  to  the  pretended  letting  to  bail  of  the  defendant,  it 
must  be  regarded  a»  a  nullity  in  all  respects.  If  deemed 
ineffectual  for  porposes  of  surrender,  it  cannot  be  deemed 
valid  to  effect  the  prisoner's  release  by  reason  of  the  act  of  the . 
plaintiff's  attorneys  in  accepting  the  soK^iUed  bail.  But  assum- 
ing that  there  was  a  technical  escape  while  the  persons 
deputed  to  execute  the  surrender  were  conveying  the  prisoner 
to  the  jail,  the  sheriff  had  a  right  to  retake  him  by  virtue  of 
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the  original  order  of  arreBt,  which  had  not  become  fun^*tics 
officio  {Arnold  agt.  SteeveSj  10  Wend.,  193;  Bronaon  agt. 
Noye%,  7  Wend.^  193).    The  order  still  remained  valid  process. 

Under  the  old  practice,  if  any  one  obstructed  the  sheriff  in 
his  efforts  to  retake  a  defendant  after  escape,  an  attachment 
would  issue  against  the  offender  '^  the  same  as  in  all  other  cases 
of  obstructing  the  execution  of  the  process  of  the  court" 
{CrraharrCs  Practice,  149). 

My  conclusion  is  that  the  relator  is  lawfully  in  custody  by 
virtue  of  a  mandate  in  a  civil  cause,  notwithstanding  the 
events  which  have  occurred  since  his  original  imprisonment 
began,  and  that  the  proceedings  must  therefore  be  dismissed. 


SUPREME  COURT. . 
Albany  Cnr  National  Bank  agt.  Thomas  S.  Gaynos. 

Reeeiwr — in  wtppUmeniary  proeeeding$ — When  amrt  toUl  not  order  judgment 
dAloT  to  deHter  real  eetaie  of  euch  debtor  to  reeei/der  —  Judgment  eredUor 
mtut  ftrit  exhaust  hie  remedy  under  hie  execution. 

This  court  will  not  order  a  Judgment  debtor  to  deliver  to  a  receiver, 
appointed  in  supplementary  proceedings,  the  possession  of  real  estate 
of  such  debtor  upon  which  the  judgment  was  a  lien  and  which  could 
have  been  sold  under  an  execution  before  the  receiver  was  appointed. 
The  Judgment  creditor  must  first  exhaust  his  remedy  under  execution. 

Albany  Special  Term,  March,  1884. 

A  BEOEiTBB  appointed  in  supplementary  proceedings  applied 
for  an  order  to  compel  the  defendant  to  deliver  to  him  the 
possession  of  a  house  and  lot  occupied  by  the  defendant.  The 
defendant  had  been  the  owner  and  occupant  of  the  premises 
for  many  months  prior  to  and  since  the  recovery  of  plaintiffs 
judgment,  and  said  judgment  was,  of  course,  a  lien  thereon. 
It  appeared  that  the  premises  were  incumbered  by  mortgages 
to  several  parties,  but  the  defendant  claimed  not  to  its  full 
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yalae.     The  defendant  insisted  that  the  realty  should  have 
been  sold  on  execution. 

Louis  Dreyer^  for  plaintiff  : 

I.  The  receiver  is  entitled  to  all  of  defendant's  property 
and  the  court  will  order  its  delivery  to  him  (9  How.  Pr.^  136 ; 
63  id.,  173 ;  16  N.  Z".,  54:3).  a.  The  receiver  represents  both 
the  debtor  and  creditor  (87  iT.  Y.j  155). 

Edward  J.  Meegan,  for  defendant : 

I.  Where  the  judgment  debtor  is  the  owner  of  real  estate 
so  that  the  judgment  becomes  a  lien  upon  it,  no  authority 
should  be  given  to  a  receiver,  appointed  in  supplemental  pro- 
ceedings under  the  judgment,  to  sell  such  real  estate.  The 
judgment  creditor  must  exhaust  his  remedy  under  his  execu- 
tion and  sell  the  real  estate  by  sheriff's  sale  {Petition  of 
Inglehart,  1  Sheldon  [^Buff.  Sup.  C%.],  514;  Bunn  agt.  Daly^ 
24  Hun,  626 ;  Tinkey  agt.  Langdon,  13  N.  T.  WeeJdy  Dig., 
384).  a.  In  the  Inglehart  case  {page  515)  it  is  said :  "  It  was 
the  established  policy  of  that  court  (chancery)  not  to  permit  a 
receiver  in  such  cases  to  sell  the  real  estate  of  the  judgment 
debtor  in  any' case  where  it  appeared  that  the  lands  were  bound 
by  the  judgment,  and  no  impediment  existed  to  a  sale  under  an 
execution  issued  upon  the  judgment.  A  sale  by  the  receiver 
having  no  equity  of  redemption  iir  the  judgment  debtor  or  his 
creditors,  would  defeat  the  object  of  the  statute  in  protect- 
ing their  interests  "  {See,  also,  Biddle  on  Sup.  Pro.  \2d  ed., 
addenda],  p.  23).  h.  The  Inglehart  case  is  sustainable  on 
principle.  It  is  against  the  policy  of  the  law  to  punish  a  man 
for  poverty  merely,  or  to  harass  him  because  he  is  for  a  time 
unable  to  pay  his  debts.  After  the  recovery  of  a  judgment 
the  creditor's  remedy  is  to  issue  an  execution,  and  the  debtor's 
property,  real  or  personal,  sold  and  applied.  The  form  of 
execution  is  given  by  section  1369  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure. The  Code  {sec.  1446)  also  provides  that  within  one 
year  after  the  sale  of  real  property  by  virtue  of  an  execution 
the  defendant  may  redeem.    The  Code  further  provides  for 
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supplementary  proceedings  {tit.  9,  art  1)  and  for  a  receiver 
{tU.  9,  art.  2) ;  and  before  supplementary  proceedings  can  bei 
institated  the  execution  must  have  l^een  returned  unsatisfied 
{Sec.  2435).  It  is  an  established  rule  in  the  exposition  of 
statutes  tliat  the  Intention  of  the  law  given  is  to  be  deduced 
from  a  view  of  the  whole  and  every  part  of  a  statute  taken 
and  compared  together  (1  Kent  Com.  [12th  edJ\y  462).  The 
Code  system  is  complete:  JFirst.  The  judgment.  Second. 
The  execution,  sale  and  redemption.  JTiird.  The  supple- 
mental proceedings.  Fourth.  The  receiver.  The  courts 
should  give  effect  to  every  section  of  the  Code;  and  as  it 
authorizes  the  sale  of  real  estate  on  execution,  and  the  benig- 
nant right  of  redemption  is  annexed,  no  other  part  of  the  same 
Code  should  be  so  construed  as  to  defeat  this  right,  c.  Sup- 
plementary proceedings  are  a  substitute  for  the  ordinary 
creditors'  bill,  and  the  same  rules  prevail  except  where  altered 
by  the  Code  {Riddle  on  Sup.  Pro.^  1 ;  Smith  agt.  Mahony^ 
3  Daly^  286).  Creditors'  suits  had  their  origin  iu  the  narrow- 
ness of  the  common-law  remedies  by  execution,  and  were 
permitted  to  be  brought  in  those  cases  where  the  relief  by 
execution  was  ineffectual,  as  for  a  discovery  of  assets,  to  reach 
equitable  and  other  intere£ts  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale  at 
law  and  to  set  aside  fraudulent  conveyances  and  obstructions. 
It  is  a  necessary  result,  from  the  whole  theory  of  creditors' 
suits,  that  jurisdiction  in  equity  will  not  be  Entertained  where 
there  is  a  remedy  at  law  (3  Pom,  Eq.  Jur.^  sec.  1415).  d.  The 
receiver  "  is  subject  to  the  direction  and  control  of  the  court 
out  of  which  the  execution  was  issued  "  {Code^  sec.  2471).  A 
second  execution  may  properly  issue  analogous  to  the  old  prac* 
tice  of  creditors'  bill,  although  supplementary  proceedings  are 
pending  {Smith  agt.  Mahony^  3  DaZy^  suprd). 

Westbeook,  J.  —  The  owner  of  a  judgment  which  is  a  lien 
upon  real  estate  seeks  to  obtain  possession  of  the  real  estate 
through  a  receiver  appointed  in  supplemental  proceedings 
without  a  sale  under  the  judgment.    This  cannot  bo  done,  for 
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it  wonld  be  a  practical  repeal  of  the  Btatates  providing  for  the 
Bale  of  real  estate  under  a  judgment*  It  is  useless,  however, 
to  reason.  liunn  agt.  Daly  (24  //em,  526)  and  Tinkey  agt. 
Langdon  (13  N.  T.  Weekly  Dig.,  384 ;  5.  C,  25  Hun,  562) 
decide  the  exact  question. 
Motion  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Clabrncb  I.  Anthony,  appellant,  agt.  Francis  S.  Wood, 

respondent. 

Attachment — Bond,  promiuory  note,  dbc,,  haw  attached — The  tUU  of  the 
aheriff  does  not  relate  back  to  the  time  when  he  demanded  the  proper^ — 
Code  of  Ciml  Procedure,  methne  648,  649. 

A  bond,  promissory  note  or  other  instrument  for  the  payment  of  money 
•can  be  attached  only  by  taking  the  same  into  the  sheriff's  actual  custody. 

Leaving  a  certified  copy  of  the  warrant  with  the  usual  notice  upon  a  per- 
son  having  in  his  custody  a  bond  belonging  to  the  defendant  in  attach- 
ment is  ineffectual  to  attach  such  bond. 

A  delivery  of  the  bond  claimed  to  be  attached  does  not  relate  back  to  the 
time  of  the  service  of  the  warrant  so  as  to  vest  title  in  the  sheriff  from 
that  date.  Neither  the  obligor  in  the  bond  nor  the  sheriff  can  set  up 
the  fraudulent  character  of  the  transfer  of  such  bond  to  an  assignee  in 
an  action  thereon.* 

The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  (eee,  640,  9ub,  2)  has  made  no  change  by 
which  bonds,  promissory  notes,  &c. ,  are  subjected  to  the  rules  govern- 
ing the  attachment  of  goods  and  chattels,  except  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  the  attachment  is  effected  {Thurber  agt  Bktnek,  60  iVl  Y.,90;  and 
Cattle  agt.  Lewit,  78  N,  F.,  197,  foUawed  and  approved;  Anthony  agt 
Wood,  29  Hun,  280,  revereed). 

Decided,  June,  1884. 

In  an  action  brought  by  Helen  L.  Hall  against  John  P. 
Brooks,  in  the  supreme  court,  Hall  obtained  an  attachment 
against  the  property  of  Brooks,  which  was  delivered  to  Peter 
Bowe,  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  for  service. 
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At  the  time  the  attachment  issued  Clark  Brooks,  an  attorney, 
had  in  his  possession  a  note  and  mortgage  executed  by  defend- 
ant Wood  belonging  to  John. P.  Brooks,  which  bond  and 
mortgage  were  actually  kept  in  the  safe  of  another  attorney, 
whose  office  was  in  the  same  building  with  the  office  of  Clark 
Brooks.  On  receipt  of  the  warrant  of  attachment  one  of 
Bowe's  deputies  served  a  copy  thereof,  with  the  usual  notice, 
and  also  made  special  demand  for  the  note  and  mortgage  upon 
Clark  Brooks,  who  refused  to  deliver  the  same  to  the  officer. 
A  few  days  after  the  service  of  the  warrant  the  bond  and 
mortgage  were  transferred  to  plaintiff  by  John  P.  Brooks,  the 
same  remaining,  however,  in  the  custody  of  Clark  Brooks. 
Proceedings  were  instituted  to  compel  the  delivery  of  the 
note  and  mortgage  to  the  sheriff  {see  Sail  agt.  Brooksy  25 
Ewiy  577 ;  89  iT.  Y.y  83),  as  a  result  of  which  they  were 
delivered  to  the  officer. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Anthony,  the  assignee  of  John 
P.  Brooks,  against  the  defendant  Wood,  to  foreclose  the  mort- 
age, Bowe  not  being  made  a  party.  Bowe  petitioned  to  be 
joined  as  a  defendant,  alleging  that  the  title  to  the  bond  and 
mortgage  was  in  him,  by  virtue  of  the  proceedings  under  the 
attachment,  and  that  the  assignment  to  Anthony  was  fraudu* 
lent,  and  praying  foreclosure  and  sale  and  that  the  proceeds  be 
paid  to  him,  to  be  held  under  the  attachment.  This  motion 
was  granted,  and  upon  trial  the  court  gave  judgment  in  his 
favor.  From  this  order  and  judgment  the  present  appeal  is 
taken. 

Finch,  J. —  If  one  proposition  of  the  respondent  is  sound 
it  settles  in  their  favor  every  serious  question  raised  on  this 
appeal.  That  proposition  is,  that  nnder  the  existing  provisions 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  a  promissory  note  is  made 
property  capable  of  manual  delivery,  which  "may  be  levied 
upon  so  as  to  effect  a  lien  upon  the  debt  which  it  represents 
by  taking  it  into  the  officer^s  actual  custody,  and  that  he  may 
protect  and  defend  that  levy  and  lien  by  assailing  as  fraudulent 
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a  previoufi  assignment  or  transfer  to  a  third  party.  Under 
the  earlier  provisions  of  the  Code  a  levy  upon  property  capa- 
ble of  manual  delivery,  executed  by  taking  it  into  the  actual 
possession  of  the  ofBcer,  invested  him  with  right,  in  defense 
of  his  lev}^,  to  assail  as  fraudulent  and  void  against  creditors 
a  previous  assignment  or  transfer  which  threatened  by  its 
priority  the  security  of  the  lien  obtained  {Rinchey  agt.  Striker^ 
28  N.  T.y  45).  But  this  court  also  held,  as  to  the  levy  per- 
mitted to  be  made  upon  choses  in  action,  that  the  attachment 
reached  and  became  a  lien  upon  only  such  debts  as  at  the  time 
belonged  to  the  debtor  by  a  legal  title,  and  for  the  recovery 
of  which  he  could  maintain  an  action  at  law,  and,  as  a  conse- 
quence, where  before  levy  of  the  attachment  he  had  parted 
with  the  legal  title,  even  if  with  intent  to  defraud  his  cred- 
itors, there  remained  in  him  for  their  benefit  only  an  equity 
which  the  attachment  could  not  reach,  and  so  the  sheriff  could 
not  assail  the  transfer  as  fraudulent.  The  doctrine  of  Thurhcr 
agt.  Blanck  (50  N.  Y.^  80),  went  to  that  extent  and  has  been 
since  approved  {Castle  agt.  ZewiSy  78  iT.  7.,  137 ;  Wait  on 
Fravdvlent  Conveyances^  see.  86).  These  authorities  establish 
that  the  sheriff  in  the  case  before  us  could  not  assail  as  fraud- 
ulent the  transfer  of  the  note  and  its  collateral  made  prior  to 
his  asserted  levy,  unless  Iheir  doctrine  is  made  inapplicable 
by  the  change  in  the  provisions  of  the  Code  {Sec,  649).  Where 
the  property  sought  to  be  attached  is  "capable  of  manual 
delivery,  including  a  bond,  promissory  note  or  other  instru- 
ment for  the  payment  of  money,"  the  levy  is  now  to  be 
made  "  by  taking  the  same  into  the  sheriff's  actual  custody." 
This  provision  changed  merely  the  mode  of  making  the  levy, 
but  in  no  respect  altered  the  inherent  chai-acter  of  the  property 
sought  to  be  attached.  If  the  note  or  bond  has  been  trans- 
ferred, however  fraudulently,  no  lien  by  attachment  is  possible, 
and  it  is  of  no  consequence  that  the  mode  of  executing  the 
process  has  been  changed.  The  note  is  not  turned  into  a 
chattel  by  the  new  provision.  It  remains  a  chose  in  action, 
and  when  the  legal  title  is  in  the  attachment  debtor,  the  debt 
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may  be  seized  by,  taking  the  DOte,or  bond  wliich  is  its  evidence, 
but  where  the  legal  title  has  been  transferred  to  a  third  party 
and  is  not  in  the  debtor  to  be  attached,  the  possession  of  the 
note  by  the  officers  under  his  warrant  accomplishes  nothing. 
On  the  assumption,  therefore,  that  no  levy  was  made  until 
after  the  transfer  of  the  note,  the  attachment  gave  the  officer 
no  right  to  assail  or  contest  it.  But  it  is  claimed  that  the  levy 
made  by  taking  the  note  into  the  officer's  custody  relates  back 
to  the  demand  made  by  him  upon  Clark  Brooks,  who  had  the 
possession  of  the  paper,  and  which  occurred  befoi*e  the  note 
was  transferred.  The  warrant  was  issued  May  28,  1881. 
On  June  second,  the  officer  called  upon  Clark  Brooks,  who  was 
the  agent  and  attorney  of  the  defendant  and  had  the  note  in 
his  custody  locked  up  in  a  friend's  safe,  served  upon  him  a 
certified  copy  of  the  warrant  together  with  a  copy  of  the 
affidavits,  and  demanded  the  note  and  bond  and  mortgage  and 
certificate  that  he  held  then  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant. 
Brooks  refused.  Thereupon  he  was  ordered  to  submit  to  an 
examination,  which  took  place  on  June  seventh.  The  assign- 
ment of  the  note  and  mortgage  was  dated  the  day  before,  but 
recorded  on  the  same  day.  In  July  a  motion  to  compel  Brooks 
to  deliver  up  the  note  was  denied  at  special  term,  but  the  order 
was  reversed  by  the  general  term,  which  directed  him  to 
deliver  up  the  securities  to  the  sheriflE.  This  he  did  under 
protest.  It  was  said,  in  BUU  agt.  National  Park  Bank  (89 
N.  y.,  351),  to  have  been  the  law  that  a  debt  evidenced  by  a 
negotiable  security  could  be  attached  while  in  the  hands  of  the 
attachment  debtor,  by  serving  the  attachment  upon  the  maker 
of  the  security ;  but  the  effect  of  sections  648  and  649  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  was  not  considered.  Section  649 
prescribes  how  the  levy  shall  be  made.  It  must  be  "  by  taking 
the  same  into  the  sheriff's  actual  custody,"  who  must ''  there- 
upon, without  delay,  deliver  to  the  person  from  whose  posses- 
sion* the  property  is  taken,  if  any,  a  copy  of  the  warrant  and 
of  the  affidavits  upon  which  it  was  granted."  No  other  mode 
is  prescribed.    Notliing  else  will  constitute  the  levy.    Until 
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the  officer  has  obtained  the  actual  custody,  Jiie  has  made  no 
levj  and  can  make  none.  He  is  armed  with  power  to  get 
such  custody.  He  may  proceed  by  action  or  special  proceed- 
ings to  reach  that  result ;  but  until  he  has  reached  it  he  has 
made  no  levy  and  can  make  none.  We  have  nothing  to  do 
with  the  wisdom  of  the  rule.  We  can  only  enforce  it  as  it  is 
plainly  written.  It  follows  that  neither  before  nor  after  the 
assignment  did  the  sheriff  acquire  any  title  or  lien  upon  the 
note  in  bond  and  mortgage ;  that  he  had  no  intei*e8t  in  the 
foreclosure  or  right  to  intervene,  and  tliat  the  judgment  and  inter- 
locutory order  appealed  from  should  each  be  reversed  and  judg- 
ment of  foreclosure  ordered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  with  costs. 
All  concur,  except  Huokb,  Oh.  J.,  not  voting. 


SUPREME  COURT.       . 

Chablbs  a.  Mallory,  appellant,  agt.  Frbdebick  Reichebt 
(Peter  Bows,  sheriff,  &c.),  respondent. 

Sheriff  *i  fees  —  Plaintiff  *8  right  to  demand  taxation  —  Itenu  not  aUowahU, 

On  a  sale  of  goods  by  the  sheriff  on  execution  which  realized  $8,488.39,  the 
sheriff's  bill  amounted  to  $1,151.45.  The  plaintiff  demanded  a  taxation 
of  the  bill,  and  an  order  was  made  by  the  court  on  such  taxation  allow- 
ing to  the  sheriff  the  whole  amount  charged: 

Meld,  that  the  pUintiff  had  a  right  to  demand  the  taxation ;  that  the  court 
had  authority  to  make  it,  and  that  inasmuch  as  a  large  number  of  the 
items  of  the  bill  should  have  been  rejected,  the  order  should  be  reversed 
and  the  proceedings  remanded  to  the  special  term  with  a  direction  to 
proceed  and  tax  the  bill  in  conformity  to  the  authorities  cited. 

First  Department^  Getieral  Term^  Aprilj  1884. 

Before  Davis,  P.  t/.,  Brady  and  Daniels,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  special  term  taxing  sheriff's 
bill  on  execution. 

JR.  TT.  Rawksworthy  for  appellant. 

Ktwx  (6  JUoZeany  for  respondent. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS  4S9 

Mallory  agt  Reichert 

Davis,  P.  J.  —  The  execntion  in  the  suit  of  MaUory  agt. 
Heichart  was  issued  to  the  sheriff,  and  by  him  levied  upou  the 
stock  of  goods  of  the  defendant  Keichert.  On  the^ubsequent 
sale  of  the  goods  they  produced  the  sum  of  $3,488.39.  The 
sheriff's  bill,  presented  and  claimed  by  the  deputy,  one  Mark 
L.  Frank,  who  had  the  execution  in  charge,  amounted  to 
$1,151.45.  The  plaintiff  demanded  a  taxation  of  the  bill,  and 
on  his  motion  it  was  taxed  at  special  term,  each  party  present- 
ing a  number  of  aflSdavits  in  relation  to  the  several  items 
chai^ged.  An  order  was  made  on  such  taxation  allowing  the 
sheriff  the  whole  amount  charged,  to  wit,  $1,151.45.  From 
that  order  the  plaintiff  appeals.  The  counsel  for  the  sheriff 
do  not  pretend  to  defend  the  taxation  of  this  bill  on  any  legal 
or  other  ground.  On  the  contrary  they  say :  "  We  will  not 
attempt  to  impose  upon  the  court  since  the  decision  in  McKeon 
agt  HorsfaU  and  Woodruff  agt.  Imperial  Fire  Company^  by 
insisting  that  all  of  these  items  are  taxable  if  the  court  shall 
assume  that  a  taxation,  properly  so  called,  was  before  it." 
They,  however,  undertake  to  claim  that  the  taxation  was  one 
not  authorized  by  law,  and  therefore  that  this  court  must 
either  treat  the  proceedings  as  a  mere  arbitration* and  leave 
the  parties  in  the  position  in  which  they  have  placed  them- 
selves thereby,  or  as  wholly  coram  nonjicdioe  and  a  proceeding 
without  jurisdiction,  and  dismiss  the  appeal  without  prejudice 
to  an  action. 

Tlie  bill  on  its  face  is  one  which  could  not  be  sustained  even 
on  the  affidavits  presented  on  behalf  of  the  sheriff  alone.  For 
no  court  should  allow,  for  instance,  that  the  sheriff  could 
employ  under  any  circumstances  twenty-one  keepers  at  a  time 
to  watch  over  a  stock  of  goods  consisting  chiefly  of  empty 
paper  boxes,  especially  after  the  court  of  appeals  have  decided 
that  no  charge  for  keepers  can  be  taxed  {McKeon  agt.  Hora- 
faU,  88  N.  r.,  429). 

We  think,  under  the  statute,  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to 
demand  the  taxation.  The  money  had  been  made  on  the  exe- 
cution and  was  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff.     The  plaintiff  was 
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entitled  to  have  it  paid  to  him,  less  the  sheriffs  legal  fees 
and  charges,  and  although  the  statnte,  in  speaking  of  taxation, 
nses  the  words  "  upon  being  required  by  the  defendant,"  we 
are  of  opinion  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  in 
the  execution  occupied  that  relation  as  between  himself  and 
the  sheriff  in  his  effort  to  defend  himself  against  extortion. 
In  O^  Connor  agt.  O*  Connor  (47  Supr.  Ct.  B.^  500),  a  case 
quite  analogous  with  the  present  in  its  facts,  the  taxation  was 
made  on  motion  of  the  plaintiff. 

In  this  case  the  motion  for  taxation  was  not  made  to  "  any 
judge  or  officer  of  the  court,"  but  to  the  court  itself,  sitting 
at  special  term ;  and  we  see  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be 
held  that,  under  its  general  jurisdiction  over  all  actions  pend- 
ing in  the  court,  and  after  process  issued  therein,  the  special 
term  as  such  had  not  authority  to  make  the  taxation  in  ques- 
tion. Neither  party  raised  any  quef>tion,  as  would  seem,  at 
the  hearing,  of  any  want  of  power  in  the  court. 

The  order  taxing  the  bill  at  the  full  amount  claimed  is  ia 
direct  conflict  with  all  the  authorities  of  which  we  have  any 
knowledge,  and  especially  of  Crofui  agt.  Brandt  (58  N.  JT., 
106),  C* Connor  agt.  O'Connor  (47  Supr.  Ct,,  500),  Lord  agt. 
Bichmond  (38  How.  Pr,^  173),  McKeon  agt.  BorsfdUj  88 
N.  y.,  429),  Woodruff  agt.  Imperial  Fire  Insurance  Com- 
pany (90  N.  Y.^  521).  Under  these  authorities  large  num- 
bers of  the  items  of  the  hill  should  have  been  rejected. 

Inasmuch  as  the  bill  presented  has  received  in  point  of 
fact  no  taxation  or  consideration  of  its  items,  we  do  not  think 
it  our  duty  to  go  through  and  determine  what  should  or  what 
should  not  have  been  allowed.  The  proper  disposition  of  the 
case  seems  to  us  to  be  to  reverse  the  order,  with  costs  of 
appeal  to  the  appellant,  and  to  remand  the  proceedings  to  the 
special  term  with  directions  to  proceed  and  tax  the  bill  in  con- 
formity to  the  several  authorities  above  cited. 

Ordered  accordingly. 

Daniels  and  Brady,  JJ.,  concur. 
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K  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Jane  Maria  Leonard  et  al.  agt.  Sophie  Eingsland. 

Win — (JorutrueUon  of — Ikm$e  to  a  person  with  remainder  over  in  com  of 

his  death — Meaning  of. 

The  testator  by  his  will  devised  his  residuary  estate  to  one  of  his  sons 

and  to  his  heirs;  but  if  he  died  without  issue,  then  Xq  the  testator's 

remaining  children. 
Held,  that  the  contingency  of  the  death  of  the  son  meant  his  death  during 

the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  and  the  contingency  never  having  happened/ 

the  residuary  estate  vested  in  him  absolutely. 

« 

General  Term^  Jv^^  1884. 

Before  C.  P.  Daly,  P.  J,;  Labbemorb  and  Beaoh,  JJ. 

Daly.  C.  «/.  —  The  contingency  referred  to  in  the  will  of 
Daniel  Kingsland,  the  elder  —  the  death  of  Daniel  Kingslimd, 
the  younger  —  meant  his  deatli  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  and  as  he  survived  the  testator,  the  contingency  pro- 
vided for  never  happened,  and  the  residuary  estate  vested  in 
him  absolutely. 

When  a  devisee  or  bequest  is  made  to  a  person,  with  a 
remainder  over  in  case  of  his  death,  it  is  the  general  rule  of 
construction  that  what  is  meant  is  his  death  during  the  life- 
time of  the  testator.  The  testator  having  in  contemplation 
the  disposition  to  be  made  of  his  property  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  it  is  assumed,  in  the  absence  of  anything  in  the  will  to 
the  contrary,  to  have  been  his  intention  to  make  provision  for 
a  contingency  that  might  happen  between  the  time  of  making 
the  will  and  that  event.  Where,  therefore,  a  remainder  over 
is  provided  for  in  case  of  the  death  of  a  devisee  or  legatee  the 
will  is,  as  I  have  said,  construed  to  mean  his  death  during 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  unless  there  are  controlling  pro- 
visions in  it,  or  from  the  whole  tenor  of  the  will,  it  is  evident 
that  the  intention  was  otherwise  {LivmgeUm  agt.  Gfreeny  52 
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JSf.  Y.y  12:1 ;  Cambridge  agt.  jRouSj  8  F<^.,  21 ;  Eiruyry  agt. 
Sheldon,  68  iV.  T.,  233;  ^e«y  agt.  if^ZZy,  61  w?.,  50 ;  Jfoor^ 
agt.  Lyons,  25  Wend.,  119 ;  Lowfield  agt.  StoneJiam,  2 
Strange,  1261 ;  iJo^i?  agt.  77tB,  2  Burr,  881 ;  Schoonmaier 
agt.  Stockton,  37  Penn,  St,  461 ;  Hinckley  agt.  Simons,  4 

Fe*.,  160 ;  7Vo«^r  agt.  Williams,  Pre.  Ch.,  78 ;  iS'.  C,  2  ^(^. 
Co*.  [^5J.],  344,  j>l.  2;2  Jarman  on  Wills,  chap.  49  [2d  Am. 
^.],  pp.  468,  469,  500 ;  1  i?(>ptfr  on  Legacies  \2d  Am.  <?rf.], 
.j>p.  607,  608). 

The  reason  of  this  rule  is  in  part  as  above  stated,  but  in 
addition  to  this,  the  law  will  never  construe  a  remainder  to  be 
contingent,  when  the  estate  can  be  taken  to  be  vested,  the 
policy  of  the  law  being  to  construe  estates  as  vested  instead  of 
contingent  when  there  is  any  doubt  {Moore  agt.  Lyons,  25 

Wend.,  126,  152). 

Slight  circumstances  may  suffice  to  show  the  intention,  as 
in  Douglas  agt.  Chalmers  (2  Ves.  Jr.,  501)  in  which  so  slight 
a  circumstance  as  the  bequest  of  the  testatrix^s  finest  diamond 
ring,  in  the  codicil  of  the  will,  was  regarded  as  inconsistent 
with  the  supposition  of  the  legatee's  taking  tlie  whole  interest 
in  the  residue,  whilst  if  she  took  it  for  life  only  it  was  very 
natural. 

The  construction  which  makes  the  words  "in  case  of  death," 
&c.,  provide  against  the  event  of  the  legatee's  death  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator  applies  only  where  the  prior  gift  is 
absolute  and  unrestricted,  and  not  where  the  legatee  takes  a 
life  interest  only,  for  in  the  latter  case  it  is  assumed  that  the 
death  referred  to  is  the  death  that  puts  an  end  to  the  life 
estate ;  or,  to  express  it  differently,  this  construction  applies 
only  where  the  legacy  is  immediate,  but  made  defeasible  on 
the  death  of  the  legatee  "  (1  Roper  on  'legacies,  607 ;  2  Jar- 
frtan  on  WiUs,  666,  and  cases  cited  in  both  works).  There  are 
a  few  cases,  says  Jarman,  of  immediate  bequests  in  which  the 
words  under  consideration  have  been  construed  to  refer  to 
death  at  any  time,  and  not  to  the  contingent  event  of  death, 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator ;  but  in  each,  he  says,  there 
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Beems  to  have  been  some  circumstanceB  evincing  an  intention 
to  use  the  words  in  that  rather  than  in  the  ordinary  sense  (2 
Jarmarij  660). 

In  this  case  there  are  none.  The  prior  devise  to  Daniel 
Kingsland,  the  younger,  is  immediate.  It  is  to  him  and  "  to 
his  heirs,"  but  defeasible  upon  bis  death.  This  is  not  only 
the  case,  but  the  property  left  to  the  remaining  three  children 
of  the  testator  is  left  to  them  for  their  natural  lives  only,  and, 
at  their  deaths,  to  their  children,  if  they  have  any,  and,  if  not, 
to  other  persons  who  are  designated.  There  is,  therefore,  in 
this  will,  an  immediate  and  absolute  devise  to  Daniel,  defeasi- 
ble only  as  has  been  stated,  and  separate  life  estates  in  each  of 
the  testator's  other  children,  a  distinction  that  is  very  material 
in  the  construction  of  the  will  as  tending  to  show  that  if  it  had 
not  been  his  intention  that  Daniel,  if  he  survived  him,  should 
have  the  residuary  estate  absolutely,  he  would  have  so  expressed 
it,  and  given  him,  like  the  other  children,  a  life  estate  only. 
The  will,  moreover,  in  the  apt  use  that  is  made  in  it  of  tech- 
nical terms,  and  the  general  structure  of  it,  denotes  that  it  was 
prepared  by  a  professional  person,  who,  it  may  reasonably  be 
assumed,  was  acquainted  with  the  rule,  as  it  is  well  established, 
that  where  the  contingency  of  the  death  of  a  legatee  is  pro- 
vided for,  the  construction  of  tlie  law  is  his  death  during  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator,  unless  there  are  provisions  denoting 
the  contrary,  and  tliis  is  a  circumstance  entitled  to  weight 
where  no  provisions  have  been  inserted  expressing  a  contrary 
intention  {Moore  agt.  Zyons^  25  Wend.y  119). 

In  one  of  the  earliest  cases  in  which  this  question  arose 
{Lowfield  agt.  Storeham^  2  Strange^  1261),  the  devise  was 
"  to  my  loving  brother ;  and  in  case  of  his  death,  to  his  wife ;" 
and  it  appearing  that  the  brother  survived  the  testator,  it  was 
held  that  the  legacy  vested  in  him  at  once  on  the  death  of  the 
testator.  And  in  one  of  the  most  recent  cases  {Emory  agt. 
Sheldon^  68  N.  T".,  227),  the  rule  was  applied  under  circum- 
stances not  unlike  the  case  now  before  us. 

In  that  case  there  was  a  life  estate  during  the  lifetime  ef 
Vol.  LXVn        66 
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the  wife,  and  afterwards,  daring  the  lifetime  of  a  son,  npon 
whose  death  the  trustee  created  ceased,  and  by  the  will,  the 
residue  and  remainder  of  the  estate  was  left  to  three  other 
children  in  equal  parts,  but  in  the  event  of  any  one  of  them 
dying,  leaving  lawful  issue  surviving,  the  issue  was  to  take  the 
sliare  which  the  parent  would  have  taken  if  living ;  and  should 
no  lawful  issue  survive,  the  share  of  the  one  dying  went  to 
others  who  were  designated.  One  of  these  three  persons  was 
Daniel  Emory.  He  did  not  take  directly  like  Daniel  Kings- 
land,  the  younger,  but  took  a  proportional  jpart  of  the  residu- 
aiy  estate  after  the  trust  estate  ceased.  He  survived  the 
testator  and  had  a  child  bom  after  the  testator's  death.  The 
question  was  raised  whether  the  death  referred  to  in  the  will 
meant  a  death  before  or  after  that  of  the  testator ;  and  there 
being  no  controlling  provision  showing  a  contrary  intention, 
it  was  held  that  the  will,  according  to  the  recognized  construc- 
tion applicable  to  wills,  referred  to  a  death  happening  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator ;  and  as  Daniel  Emory  survived  the 
testator,  that  he  took  upon  the  death  of  the  latter  an  absolute, 
indefeasible  estate  in  remainder  expectant  on  the  final  termin- 
ation of  the  trust  term. 

In  the  application  of  this  rule  I  can  see  no  substantial 
difference  between  that  and  the  present  case.  There  the  devise 
was  to  Daniel  Emory,  or  in  the  event  of  his  death,  to  his 
lawful  issue,  &c.  Here  it  was  to  Daniel  Kingsland,  the 
younger,  "  and  to  his  heirs ;  but  if  he  died  without  issue,  then 
to  the  testator's  remaining  children ;  and  if,  in  the  fonner 
case,  the  remainder  vested  absolutely  in  Daniel  Emory,  on  the 
death  of  the  testator,  an  estate  in  fee  must  also  have  vested 
absolutely  in  Daniel  Kingsland,  the  younger,  on  the  death  of 
his  father. 

This  being  the  construction  of  the  will,  and  the  residuary 
estate  having  passed,  upon  the  death  of  the  testator,  to  Daniel 
Kingsland,  the  younger,  in  fee,  the  plaintiffs  take  under  his 
will,  and  not  under  that  of  Daniel  Kingsland,  the  elder,  and 
have  no  cause  of  action,  the  property,  40  Stuy vesant  street, 
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having  been  transferred  by  Daniel  Kingsland,  the  younger,  in 
his  lifetime,  to  his  wife,  the  defendant. 

The  judgment  of  the  special  term  therefore  should  be 
reversed. 


COURT  OF  SESSIONS. 
Gbobob  a.  Felloes,  overseer,  &c.,  agt.  Peteb  Lane. 

Oo§U — Awarded  in  a  hcuiardy  com  purntarU  to  Me^n878  of  the  Oriminal 

OodeSy  wham  to  he  taxed. 

The  prevailing  party  in  a  bastardy  case  is  entitled  to  taxable  costs  and  no 
others.  And  where  costs  are  awarded  to  plaintiff  pursuant  to  section 
878  of  the  Criminal  Code,  such  costs  should  be  taxed  by  the  clerk. 

Monroe  cotmtt/y  September,  1884. 

Application  to  the  court  to  tax  costs  in  a  bastardy  case. 

W.  P.  Chase  and  T.  Z.  Sulburt,  for  plaintiif . 

S.  B.  JUcIntyrej  for  defendant. 

MoBGAN,  Co.  J. —  The  defendant  having  been  held  bj  two 
justices  as  the  putative  father  of  a  bastard  child,  appealed  to 
this  court,  where  the  order  of  the  justices  was  affirmed  and 
costs  were  awarded  to  the  plaintiff,  pursuant  to  section  873  of 
the  Criminal  Code.  The  plaintiff  thereupon  makes  this 
application  to  the  court  to  adjust  and  fix  the  amount  of  the 
costs.  The  defendant  objects  that  the  costs  should  not  be 
taxed  by  the  court  but  by  the  clerk.  I  think  the  objection  is 
well  taken.  The  only  case  to  which  my  attention  has  be^ 
called  is  Superintendent,  dte^  agt  Moore  (12  Wend,,  273),  in 
which  the  costs  were  taxed  by  "  three  of  the  judges  of  the 
county  courts  "  of  the  county.  The  provision  of  the  statute 
(I  li.  S.,  649,  sec.  37)  in  force  at  the  time  of  that  case  (1834), 
was  substantially  the  same  as  that  of  section  873  of  our 
present  Code,  and  the  court .  there  held  that  the  prevailing 
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party  was  entitled  to  taxable  costs  and  no  others.  Bat  the 
fact  that  they  were  then  taxed  by  three  of  the  then  somewhat 
numerous  '^  judges  of  the  county  courts  of  the  county,"  is  no 
proper  precedent  for  a  taxation  of  costs  by  the  judges  of  tlie 
court  now,  because  although  they  then,  as  now,  held  or  could 
hold  the  '*  court  of  general  sessions,"  still  at  that  time  costs 
were  taxed  in  the  common  pleas  (which  corresponded  to  our 
present  county  court)  by  the  "  first  judge  of  the  county  or  by 
some  other  judge  of  such  county,  being  of  the  degree  of 
counselor  in  the  supreme  court ;  and  in  case  of  the  absence  of 
the  judges  so  authorized,  by  the  clerk  of  the  court "  (2  H.  S.j 
282,  sec,  35),  whereas  now  costs  in  civil  actions  '^  must  be 
taxed  by  the  clerk  upon  the  application  of  the  paity  entitled 
thereto  "  {Cade  Civil  Pro.,  sec.  8262).  There  is  now  no  other 
officer  authorized  by  statute  to  tax  costs  in  any  action  except 
the  clerk.  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the  court  held  in  Super- 
intendents agt.  Moore  {supra),  that  the  word  ^^  costs  "  in  the 
statute  meant  the  costs  of  a  civil  action,  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  taxation  should  follow  in  the  same  manner  and  be  attended 
to  by  the  same  officer. 

The  application  is  therefore  denied. 

James  C.  Baibd  and  Wilsoit  W.  Bbown,  sessions  justices, 
concurred. 


SUPBEME  COXJET, 
In  the  Matter  of  John  Lynoh^ 

Surrogates'—  1  heir  power  owr  saXsa  qfreal  estate  ordered  by  ihem, 

Sttrrogntea  have  power  to  compel  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  to  take  or  to 
diflobarge  a  purchaser  from  taking. 

Second  Department^  General  Term,  S^temher^  1884. 

Joseph  Fetieretch  and  Thomas  Cook^  for  purchaser  an<) 
4tppellant. 

F.  £1  DlacTcwdl^  for  executor  and  respondent. 
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Dykman,  e/l  —  George  Wolfe  became  the  purchaser  of  cer- 
tain real  property  sold  by  John  Lynch,  as  execator  under  an 
order  of  the  surrogate,  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  his  dece- 
dent. His  bid  was  $5,325,  and  he  paid  down  $532.50  far  ten 
per  cent  thereof  and  twenty  dollars  auctioneer's  fee,  besides 
$105,  which  he  had  paid  for  a  search  against  the  property.  The 
examination  of  the  title  disclosed  some  irregularities  in  the 
proceeding  which  led  up  to  the  surrogate's  order  of  sale,  and 
also  an  order  of  the  bureau  of  inspection  of  buildings  of  the 
fire  department  in  the  city  of  New  York  requiring  the  owners 
of  the  buildings  on  the  premises  to  remove  them. 

On  the  discovery  of  these  difficulties  Wolfe  presented  his 
petition  to  the  surrogate  disclosing  them  all,  and  asked  to  be 
relieved  from  his  purchase  and  have  the  money  refunded 
which  he  hadtpaid  out.  The  surrogate  refused  to  entertain 
the  proceedings  and  denied  the  application  on  the  ground  that 
he  possessed  no  power  or  jurisdiction  to  grant  any  relief* 
The  question  for  us,  therefore,  relates  to  the  power  of  the 
surrogate  to  entertain  the  proceedings  and  grant  the  desired 
relief. 

The  application  is  for  an  order  directing  the  executor,  over 
whom  the  surrogate  has  full  control,  to  repay  money  ho  has 
received  in  virtue  of  his  office  while  acting  in  obedience  to 
an  order  of  the  surrogate.  In  this  examination  it  matters  not 
whether  the  application  is  meritorious  or  otherwise,  or  whether 
the  facts  set  out  in  the  petition  are  true  or  untrue ;  that  must 
be  determined  by  the  surrogate,  provided  he  entertains  the 
application. 

Surrogates  have  power  to  direct  the  disposition  of  real  pro- 
perty and  interests  in  real  property  of  decedents  for  the  pay- 
ment of  their  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  and  the  disposition 
of  tlie  proceeds  thereof  {Code  qf  Civil  Procedure^  sec.  2472, 
svh.  5).  They  may  also  exercise  such  incidental  powers  as  are 
necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  powers  conferred  expressly 
{Code^  sec,  2481,  svb.  11).  These  provisions  clothe  those 
officers  with  powers  to  make  to  all  necessary  orders  to  carry 
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into  effect  their  decrees  of  sale,  and  at  least  to  compel  an  executor 
to  execute  a  deed  in  consummation  of  his  sale  or  to  pay  back 
to  a  purchaser  his  deposit  paid  at  the  sale.  This  seems  to  be 
sufficiently  clear  under  the  provisions  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  even  if  it  was  not  so  before,  and  the  view  is  sus- 
tained by  the  court  of  appeals  {In  ths  MaUer  of  Dolan^  88 
N.  Y.y  309). 

The  order  of  the  surrogate  should  be  reversed  and  the  pro- 
ceedings remitted  to  his  court,  with  directions  to  entertain  the 
application  and  administer  the  proper  relief.  Costs  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  estate. 


CITY  COURT  OF  NEW  YORK. 

Patbick  Fakley  agt.  Patrick  Nokton,  as  surviving  partner. 

Ihidenee — StatemenU  of  deceased  partner  inadmiuible  a»  emdenee  agaifut 

miroiwng  partner, 

Conyersations  between  plaintiff  and  a  deceased  partner  are  inadmissible 
as  evidence  a^i^inst  the  surviving  partner. 

Special  Term,  September^  1884, 
Motion  for  a  new  trial. 

m 

Samuel  Oreeribaum^  ioic  motion. 

E.  P.  Wilder  J  opposed. 

McAdam,  C.  J,  —  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  an 
amount  said  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiff  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered  to  the  late  firm  of  Norton  &  Golden.  The  action 
is  in  form  against  Patrick  Norton,  as  surviving  partner  of  that 
lirm,  but  upon  the  trial  it  appeared  that  he  was  not  a  member 
of  the  firm,  although  by  reason  of  his  acts  liable  to  third  per- 
sons as  if  he  had  been  a  member  thereof.  It  was  upon  this 
theory  that  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  testify  to  conversa- 
tions with  Goldon  in  which  the  latter  ordered  the  goods  for 
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his  firm.  Upon  first  impression  it  would  seem  that  the  rale 
excluding  conversations  or  transactions  with  deceased  persons 
was  for  the  protection  of  their  estate,  and  that  their  legal 
representatives  only  could  take  the  objection  which  would 
pi-event  the  reception  of  such  evidence.  But  upon  examina- 
tion it  has  been  discovered  that  the  court  of  appeals  has  decided 
that  the  objection  may  be  legally  taken  by  a  surviving  partner 
{Green,  agt.  Edioky  56  N.  y.,  613),  while,  as  before  remarked, 
the  defendant  is  not  technically  a  surviving  partner  (not  being 
a  member  of  the  firm),  yet  the  complaint  charges  that  in  legal 
effect  at  least  he  was  surviving  partner  and  the  plaintiff  is 
concluded  by  his  pleading. 

It  may  be  also  said  that  there  is  evidence  enough  in  the  case 
outside  of  the  conversations  with  Golden  to  sustain  the  ver- 
dict, such  as  proof  that  the  goods  were  delivered  and  that 
Norton  promised  to  pay  the  bill,  and  it  may  be  argued  that 
the  admission  of  the  evidence  complained  of  was  at  most  a 
harmless  error.  Be  this  as  it  may,  the  only  certain  mode  of 
curing  the  error  complained  of  is  by  ordering  a  new  trial. 

The  motion  will  therefore  be  granted,  no  costs. 


SUPKEME  COURT. 


Lyman  Tsbbt  agt.  Thb  New  York  Cknteal  and  Hudson 

River  Railroad  Compant. 

SaUroadi— Heal  ettaU  taken  for  railroad  purpose — When  uee  for  tohich 
land  U  tclken,  not  UmUed  in  time — What  time  such  uee  shall  continue  within 
the  discretion  of  the  legislature. 

When  the  Tonawanda  railroad,  extending  from  Rochester  to  Attica,  was 
organized,  it  obtained  a  charter  extending  over  a  period  of  fifty  years. 
Under  this  charter  and  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  it  condemned  and  took 
a  strip  of  land  running  through  the  plaintiff's  farm.  Subsequently  the 
road  was  consolidated  with  several  others,  and  became  the  New  York 
Central  and  Hudson  River  road,  and  has  ever  since  continued  to 
use  this  strip  as  a  part  of  its  roadway.    The  charter  of  tiie  ^ew  York 
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Central  and  Hudson  River  Railroad  Company  was  granted  for  half  a 
century.  The  original  charter  of  the  Tonawanda  railroad  has  expired 
and  plaintiff  brings  suit  to  eject  the  railroad  company  and  recover 
possession  of  the  land,  claiming  that  with  the  expiration  of  the  charter 
the  land  no  longer  belonged  to  the  railroad  company : 

HM,  tbat  the  public  use  for  which  the  lands  were  originally  taken  is  still 
continued,  and  such  use  was  not  limited  in  time.  Although  the  corpo. 
ration  was  at  first  created  only  for  the  term  of  fifty  years,  yet  the 
legislature  reserved  to  itself  the  right  at  any  time  to  alter,  modify  or 
repeal  the  act. 

MM,  further,  that  whilst  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  lands  in 
question,  it  is  subject  to  a  public  use  by  the  defendant  for  railroad  pur- 
poses, and  that  the  time  that  the  use  shall  continue  is  within  the 
discretion  of  the  legislature,  and  that  as  the  legislature  has  seen  fit  to 
authorize  its  consolidation  with  other  corporations  and  to  extend  its 
corporate  term  for  the  period  of  five  hundred  years,  such  use  has  not 
as  yet  ceased  and  determined*  and  consequently  the  plaintiff  cannot 
recover. 

Genesee  Circuity  September  1884. 

Tbial  before  the  conrt  without  a  jury. 
George  Bowen^  for  plaintiff. 

George  C.  Greene^  for  defendant. 

Haight,  J. — This  is  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  to 
recover  certain  lands  occupied  by  the  defendant. 

The  Tonawanda  Eailroad  Company  was  incorporated  by 
chapter  241  of  the  Laws  of  1832  for  the  term  of  fifty  years 
from  the  passage  of  this  act.  It  was  authorized  to  construct 
and  maintain  a  railroad  with  such  appendages  as  may  be 
deemed  necessary  from  a  point  within  the  village  of  Eoches- 
ter,  in  the  county  of  Monroe,  through  the  Tonawanda  valley 
to  the  village  of  Attica  in  the  county  of  Genesee.  The 
corporation  organized  under  this  act  in  the  year  1830  insti- 
tuted proceedings  in  the  court  of  chancery  for  the  con- 
demnation of  the  lands  in  question,  and  such  proceedings 
were  thereupon  had ;  that  commissioners  of  appraisers  were 
appointed  and  did  appraise  the  damages  that  the  then  owner 
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sudtained  by  reason  of  the  appropriation  of  the  lands  in  ques- 
tion, and  the  same  was  confirmed  by  the  court.  That  there- 
upon the  railroad  company  entered  into  possession  and  ever 
since  has  continued  to  use  and  occupy  the  same  for  railroad 
purposes. 

On  the  8th  day  of  October,  1850,  an  agreement  of  consoli- 
dation was  entered  into  between  the  Tonawanda  and  the 
Attica  and  Buffalo  Railroad  Companies,  pursuant  to  an  act  of 
the  legislature  passed  April  9,  1850,  authorizing  the  companies 
to  consolidate  and  form  a  new  corporation.  The  new  corpo- 
ration formed  under  this  act  and  the  agreement  of  consoli- 
dation was  known  as  the  Buffalo  and  Bochester  Railroad 
Company.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  all  and  singular 
of  the  property,  franchises  auU  rights  of  each  of  the  companies 
were  transferred  to  and  vested  in  the  new  corporation. 

On  the  17th  day  of  May,  1853,  another  agreement  of  con- 
solidation was  made  between  the  Buffalo  and  Rochester  Rail- 
road Company  and  other  companies  forming  the  New  York 
Central  Railroad  Company.  This  agreement  was  made  pur- 
suant to  an  act  of  the  legislature  passed  April  2,  1853,  author- 
izing the  consolidation  of  such  companies  and  providing  for 
the  transfer  of  the  property  and  franchises  of  the  various 
companies  and  the  vesting  of  the  same  in  the  new  company 
so  organized. 

On  the  15th  day  of  September,  1869,  still  another  agree* 
ment  of  consolidation  was  entered  into  between  the  New  York 
Central  Railroad  Company  and  the  Hudson  River  Railroad 
Company,  by  which  the  New  York  Central  and  Hudson  River 
Railroad  Company  was  organized  pursuant  to  chapter  917  of 
the  Laws  of  1869,  and  the  property  and  franchises  of  the 
former  companies  were  vested  in  the  latter.  Under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  various  agreements  of  consolidation  referred  to 
by  the  legislature,  the  property  and  franchises  of  the  Tona- 
wanda Railroad  Company  is  now  vested  in  the  defendant, 

It  is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  Tonawanda 
Railroad  Company  was  only  chartered  for  the  tenn  of  fifty 
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yeare ;  that  the  land  in  question  taken  under  the  proceedings 
before  the  chancellor  was  only  taken  for  the  lifetime  of  the 
corporation ;  that  the  fifty  years  have  now  expired,  and  that 
the  land  reverts  to  the  owner  or  his  grantees. 

There  is  no  dispute  about  the  facts.  The  question  pre- 
sented is  one  of  great  importance,  and  is  not  free  from  dif- 
ficulty. It  involves  the  right  to  the  possession  to  all  the  lands 
in  the  state  taken  under  the  right  of  eminent  domain  by  the 
railroads  originally  chartered  for  fifty  years. 

It  is  well  settled  that  lands  taken  for  railroad  purposes  are 
taken  for  a  public  use.  It  now  becomes  necessary  to  determine 
whether  lands  once  appraised  and  devoted  to  a  public  use  will 
revert  to  the  owner  so  long  as  the  public  use  is  continued. 

Section  1  of  the  act  of  incoi;poration  of  the  Tonawanda 
Ilailroad  Company  creates  the  corporation  and  provides  that 
'^  it  shall  be,  and  for  the  term  of  fifty  years  from  the  passage 
of  this  act,  shall  continue  to  be  a  body  corporate  and  politic." 

Section  16  of  the  act  provides  that  ^'  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  said  corporation  to  appropriate  so  much  of  such  lands  as 
may  be  necessary  to  its  use  for  the  purposes  contemplated  by 
this  act  on  complying  with  the  provisions  of  the  six  following 
sections."  The  six  following  sections  provided  for  the  present- 
ing of  a  petition  to  the  vice-chancellor  for  the  appointment 
by  the  chancellor  of  appraisers,  for  the  appraisal  of  the  lands 
and  for  the  confirmation  thereof  by  the  court.  Section  23 
provides  that  '^  on  the  payment  of  the  damages  thus  assessed, 
together  with  the  expenses  of  the  assessment,  the  said  cor- 
poration shall  immediately  become  entitled  to  the  use  of  the 
said  lands  /or  the  purposes  aforesaid."  Section  28  provides 
that  if  the  legislature  of  the  state  shall  at  the  expiration  of  ten 
and  within  fifteen  years  make  provision  for  the  re-payment  of 
the  company  of  the  amount  expended  by  it,  etc.,  that  then  the 
railroad  with  all  of  its  fixtures  and  appurtenances  shall  vest  in 
and  become  the  property  of  the  people  of  the  state.  Section 
30  provides  that  ^'  the  legislature  may  at  any  time  alter,  modify 
or  repeal  this  act." 
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The  court  of  appeals  in  constraing  chapter  256  of  tlie  LawB 
of  1832,  which  is  an  act  incorporating  the  Brooklyn  and 
Jamaica  Bailwaj  Company,  and  is  substantially  a  copy  of  the 
act  under  consolidation,  held  that  by  the  proceedings  for  the 
acquisition  of  lands  for  the  railroad  company  the  company 
became  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  land  for  the  purpose  of 
operating  its  road ;  that  the  fee  remained  in  the  original  own- 
ers, subject  only  to  that  use,  and  on  the  discontinuance  of  the 
use  the  owners  were  entitled  to  resume  possession  of  the  land 
{Heard  agt.  The  City  of  Brooklyn,  60  N.  T.,  242 ;  Strong 
agt.  The  City  of  Brooldyn,  68  N.  Y.,  1).  In  these  cases  the 
lands  had  been  acquired  by  proceedings  under  the  statute  for 
railroad  purposes.  The  railroad  company  subsequently  con- 
reyed  a  portion  of  the  lanjjU  so  acquired  to  the  city  of 
Brooklyn  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  city  to  open  and 
lay  out  a  street  thereon.  The  court  further  held  that  the  rail- 
road company  having  ceased  to  use  the  land  for  railroad  pur- 
poses, that  the  owner  was  entitled  to  re-enter  and  regain  pos- 
session. The  reasons  of  these  decisions  will  become  apparent 
when  we  come  to  examine  the  provisions  of  section  20  of  the 
act.  It  provides  that  '*  the  persons  appointed  to  assess  the 
damages  sliall  ascertain  and  assess  the  damages  which  each 
individual  owner  will  sustain  by  the  appropriation  of  his  land 
for  the  use  or  accommodation  of  such  railroad  or  its  append- 
ageSy  and  in  assessing  such  damages  the  appraisers  shall  take 
into  the  account  the  benefit  which  will  accrue  to  such  owner 
by  means  of  the  passage  o^  the  said  railroad  through  his  land." 

This  act  contemplates  a  benefit  to  be  derived  by  the  land- 
owner by  having  a  railroad  constructed,  and  that  the  benefits 
to  be  derived  therefrom  are  to  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
determining  the  amount  of  damages  that  should  be  awarded 
to  him.  In  this  way  the  landowner  is  to  pay  for  the  benefits 
derived.  Having  paid  for  the  same  he  is  then  entitled  to 
have  his  lands  used  for  railroad  purposes.  In  other  words,  he 
is  entitled  to  have  the  lands  devoted  to  the  public  use  for 
which  they  were  taken,  and  as  soon  as  that  use  ceases  or  is 
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detehnined  he  is  entitled  to  re-enter  and  regain  his  lands. 
The  case  under  consideration,  however,  is  distinguishable  from 
these  cases  decided  in  the  court  of  appeals.  In  those  cases  the 
public  uses  for  which  the  lands  were  taken  had  ceased  and 
the  railroad  company  had  abandoned  the  land.  In  this  case 
the  public  use  for  which  the  lands  were  originally  taken  is 
still  continued.  It  thus  becomes  necessary  to  determine 
whether  or  not  the  use  for  which  the  lands  were  originally 
taken  was  limited  in  time.  The  corporation  was  at  first 
created  only  for  the  term  of  fifty  years.  The  legislature,  how- 
ever, reserved  to  itself  by  section  30  the  right  at  any  time  to 
alter,  modify  or  repeal  the  act.  It  thus  had  power  to  shorten 
or  extend  the  term  that  the  corporation  should  exist.  The 
legislature  has  seen  fit  to  authorize  its  consolidation  with  other 
corporations  and  to  extend  its  corporate  term  for  the  period 
of  500  years.  If,  therefore,  the  lands  were  taken  under  this 
act  for  the  lifetime  of  the  corporation,  subject  to  the  power 
of  the  legislature  to  shorten,  discontinue  or  extend  such  cor- 
porate life,  then  I  fail  to  see  how  the  plaintiff  can  recover. 
Were  the  lands  so  taken  ?  In  determining  this  question  the 
act  must  be  construed  as  a  whole.  The  purpose  and  intent 
of  the  legislature  must  be  determined  by  I'eading  the  various 
sections  of  the  act  in  connection  with  each  other.  Section  1 
creates  the  corporation  for  fifty  years,  but  by  section  30  the 
time  may  be  lengthened,  shortened  or  the  corporation  at  any 
time  discontinued.  So  that  it  is  the  same  as  if  section  1  read, 
that  the  corporation  shall  be,  and  fpr  the  term  of  fifty  years 
from  the  passage  of  this  act,  or  such  other  term  as  the  legis- 
lature shall  provide,  shall  continue  to  be  a  body  corporate  and 
politic.  Section  16  in  giving  authority  to  acquire  and  appro- 
priate lands  provides  that  it  may  do  so  "  for  the  purpose  con- 
templated by  this  acf  And  section  22  in  providing  that 
the  railroad  company  may  take  possession  of  the  land  after 
payment  of  the  damages  as  appraised,  provides  that  it  shall  be 
entitled  to  the  use  of  the  said  lands  for  the  purposes  afore- 
said.   The  purposes  aforesaid  are  the  purposes  contemplated 
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by  this  act,  and  the  purposes  contemplated  by  this  act  are  to 
construct  and  maintain  a  railroad  from  the  village  of  Roches- 
ter, in  Monroe  county,  to  the  village  of  Attica,  in  the  county 
of  Genesee,  for  the  terra  of  fifty  years,  or  for  such  other  term 
as  the  legislature  shall  provide. 

My  conclusion  is,  that  whilst  I  find  the  plaintiff  to  be  the 
owner  in  fee  of  the  lands  in  question,  it  is  subject  to  a  public 
use  by  the  defendant  for  railroad  purposes,  and  that  the  time 
that  that  use  shall  continue  is  within  the  discretion  of  the 
legislature ;  that  such  use  has  not  as  yet  ceased  and  determ- 
ined, and,  consequently,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover. 

Judgment  ordered  for  the  defendant. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
DiAKA  PoTTEB  agt.  Elhbs  F&ail  and  Abthub  Bubns. 

Answer — Denial  in,  when  insuffldeni  —  (Me  cf  QvoSL  Procedure,  eeetien  500* 

A  denial  in  an  answer  as  follows:  "Defendant  denies  each  and  every 
allegation,  averment  and  statement  of  the  complaint,  except  such  as  are 
hereinafter  admitted,  qualified  and  explained/'  is  bad  whenever  the 
objection  is  raised  by  demurrer  or  special  motion. 

Cortland  Speciai  Term^  May^  1884. 
Robert  T.  JohneoUy  for  plaintiff. 
JEdwin  D.  Wagmerj  for  defendant. 

FoLLETT,  J.  —  The  plaintiff  moves  for  an  order  correcting 
the  answer  upon  the  ground  that  the  denials  interposed  are 
not  authorized  by  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  {sec.  500).  Tlie 
answer  "  denies  each  and  every  allegation,  averment  and  state- 
ment thereof,  except  such  as  are  hereinafter  admitted,  qualified 
and  explained." 

If  any  rule  of  pleading-  can  be  settled  by  legislative  enact- 
ment, and  by  a  long  line  of  judicial  decisions,  it  must  be 
regarded  as  settled  that  a  denial  in  this  form  is  bad  whenever 
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the  objection  is  raised  by  demurrer  or  special  motion  {Code 
Civil  Pro,^  sec.  500 ;  People  agt.  Norikem  S.  H.  Co.,  53 
^arJ.,  101-122;  affiniiedA2N.  T.y2l7;  People  Sigt.  Snyder, 
41  iT.  Y.,  400 ;  Cfiamherlin  agt.  The  American  National 
Life  and  Trust  Co.,  5  N,  Y.  W,  Dig.,  128;  Hammond  agt. 
JEarle,  5  Ahh.  N.  C,  105 ;  McEnoroe  agt.  Decker,  58  jHiw^?., 
250 ;  Bixby  agt.  Drexel,  9  Reporter,  630 ;  Miller  agt. 
McQlohky,  1  -y.  r;  (7iya  Pm  ^.,  252 ;  /SI  (7.,  9  ^».  iV^.  a, 
303 ;  13  N.  Y.  W.  Dig.,  61 ;  Clark  agt.  Dillon,  4  iV^.  T. 
CtwZ  Pro.  R.,  245 ;  /S  C,  McCarty,  73 ;  Leai^y  agt.  Boggs, 
3  JT.  F.  (^i-wtZ  Pw.  ^.,  227 ;  SooU  agt.  i?<?yaZ  .Ebc.  Shipping 
Co.,  6  Monthly  L.  B.,  64 ;  Zt^o^  agt.  Alexander,  4  -flT.  71 
C'i'mZ  Pr^?.  R.,  428;  Pomeroy^s  B^medies  and  liemedial 
Bights,  sees,  633-636 ;  MoaTis  Van  Santvoord^s  Pleadings, 
chap.  5,  sec.  2). 

People  agt.  Northern  Bail/road-  Company,  Clark  agt^ 
Dillon,  BvAy  agt.  Drexel  and  Zt^^  agt.  AUseander  arose 
on  judgments  ordered  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  ground  that 
such  a  denial  did  not  put  in  issue  the  allegations  in  the 
complaint.  The  other  cases  arose  on  special  motions,  applica* 
tions  for  injunctions,  receivers,  &c.  In  justification  for  this 
form  of  miscalled  general  denial  the  following  cases  are  often 
cited,  but  they  do  not  sanction  the  practice  when  the  objec- 
tion is  raised  before  trial  {AUis  agt.  Leonard,  46  N.  Y.,  688, 
reported  in  fvU  22  A.  L.J.,  28 ;  Halla/n  agt.  Calhoun,  25 
Jl^ln,  155 ;  McGinnis  agt.  The  Mayor,  13  N.  Y.  W.  Dig., 
522 ;  also  reported,  hut  not  on  this  point,  26  Hun,  142 ;  Burley 
agt.  German  American  Bank,  5  N.  Y.  Civil  Pro.  B.,  172). 
In  these  cases  the  objection  was  raised  on  the  trial  on  motion 
for  judgment,  or  by  objecting  to  evidence,  and  they  are  in 
accordance  with  Greenfield  agt.  Massachusetts  Mutual  Life 
Insurance  Company  (47  N.  Y.,  430). 

In  Haines  agt.  Herrick  (90  Ahb.  N.  C,  379)  the  distinction 
between  the  cases  was  not  observed.  The  Code  seems  to  be 
so  plain  in  this  respect  as  not  to  require  elucidation.  A  gen- 
eral denial  is  proper  only  when  the  whole  complaint,  or  if  the 
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complaint  contains  more  than  one  cause  of  action,  when  one 
of  the  counts  or  causes  of  action  can  be  wholly  denied.  A 
specific  denial  is  proper  when  the  complaint,  or  one  of  the 
causes  of  action,  cannot  be  wholly  denied,  in  which  case  such 
portions  of  the  complaint  may  be  denied  as  can  be,  and  the 
remainder  stand  admitted  by  the  failure  to  deny. 

After  the  denials,  new  matter,  if  any,  constituting  a  defense 
or  counter-claim  should  be  set  forth-  New  mattei:  constitut- 
ing a  defense  is  that  which  avoids  or  discharges  the  cause  of 
action  alleged  in  the  complaint  {Stoddard  agt.  Onondaga^  dkc,^ 
12  Barh.y  673 ;  BeU  agt.  Yatea^  33  Barb.,  629 ;  Pomeray's 
Jiemedies  and  JiighiSj  sees,  690  to  692.)  Mitigating  circum- 
stances, if  any,  tending  to  reduce  damages  should  then  be  set 
forth,  and  "expressly  stated  to  be  a  partial  defense"  {Code 
Civil  Pro.,  sees.  608,  636,  3343,  stibd.  9). 

These  are  plain  rules,  easily  understood,  but  often  disre- 
garded, to  the  great  hindrance  of  justice,  unnecessarily 
protracting  trials,  and  rendering  the  application  of  supreme 
court  rule  No.  20  impracticable.  The  general  denial  is 
stricken  out. 


SUPKEME  COUKT. 


In  the  Matter  of  the  Several  Accountings  of  the  Executory  of 

William  Tilden,  deceased. 

Accountings  of  exeeuiors — Pcmer  of  surrogates  to  tacaU  decrees  in  final 
accountings —  General  term  of  supreme  court  same  poteer —  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  section  3481 — When  sermce  of  atation  irregular — Power  of 
surrogate  to  appoint  guardians  ad  litem  upon  final  accountings  —  Duty 
of  such  guardians —  When  decrees  made  upon  final  accountings  will  be 
opened  and  a  rehearing  ordered. 

The  surrogate  has  power,  under  section  2481,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  to 
open,  vacate  or  set  aside  decrees  in  linal  accountings  of  executors. 

The  general  term  of  the  supreme  court  has  the  same  power,  and  the 
surrogate's  determination  must  be  reviewed  as  if  the  application  were 
originaL 
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Want  of  time  in  the  service  beyond  the  seas  of  a  citation  out  of  the  surro- 
gate's court  makes  such  service  irregular. 

Tlie  surrogate  had,  previous  to  1874,  an  inherent  authority  to  appoint 
guardians  ad  litem  to  look  after  the  interest  of  next  of  kin,  who  are 
minors,  upon  final  accountings  by  executors,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  such 
guardian  €td  Utem  or  special  guardian  to  make  special  investigation  into 
the  accounts  of  such  executors  for  the  proper  protection  of  the  minor's 
interests. 

A  clause  in  the  testator's  will,  '*  with  liberty  to  pay  over  the  rents,  &c.,  of 
the  infant's  one-fourth  of  the  estate  to  the  widow,  the  general  guardian," 
cannot  be  construed  so  as  to  allow  executors  to  make  payment  of  said 
rents,  &c.,  to  the  infants  direct,  and  then  to  take  the  widow's  receipt 
as  authority  for  these  payments. 

An  agreement  between  testator's  heirs  regulating  the  rights  of  each  and 
releasing  several  from  claims  for  over  advances  by  executors  to  such 
heirs,  does  not  relieve  an  executor  from  liability  for  the  management 
of  the  testator's  personal  estate. 

Jpirst  Depar^enty  General  Term^  March^  1884. 

Before  Bbady  and  Daniels,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  surrogate  of  the  county  of 
New  York,  denying  the  application  of  Beverly  B.  Tilden  to 
open  decrees  made  upon  accountings  of  the  executors  of  the 
estate  and  for  a  rehearing  of  such  accountings  so  far  as  they 
affect  the  rights  of  the  petitioner. 

William  S.  MacFarlane^  for  appellant. 

C.  E.  Tracy y  for  executors, 

Daniels^  J.  —  The  testator  "William  Tilden,  died  on  the 
26th  day  of  June,  1869,  leaving  a  large  real  and  personal 
estate  to  be  disposed  of  according  to  his  will  and  codicils. 
They  were  admitted  to  probate  by  the  surrogate  of  the  county 
of  New  York  on  or  about  the  19th  of  July,  1869,  and  letters 
testamentary  were  issued  to  four  persons  named  in  the  will 
as  executors^  Another  person  was  added  as  executor  early  in 
the  year  1870,  and  a  change  was  also  afterwards  made  in  that 
year  by  substituting  one  other  person  in  place  of  one  of  the 
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original  executors  who  had  died,  and  a  similar  change  was 
made  aa  to  another  in  1877.  At  the  time  of  the  decease  of 
the  testator,  the  petitioner  was  near  the  age  of  eleven  years, 
he  having  attained  his  majority  on  or  about  the  10th  of 
December,  1880.  Daring  his  minority  four  accountings  were 
had  by  the  executors  of  the  estate.  The  first  in  February, 
1872;  the  second  in  the  summer  of  1874;  the  third  in  the 
spring  of  1877,  and  the  fourth  in  the  spring  of  1880. 

The  petitioner  claimed,  in  support  of  his  application,  that 
improper  charges  had  been  made  and  allowed  against  him  on 
each  of  these  accountings.  He  also  claimed  that  the  executors 
had  failed  to  enforce  the  guaranty  of  William  Tilden  Blodgett 
of  second  mortgages  received  by  them  in  partial  settlement 
of  a  large  indebtedness  in  favor  of  the  estate  against  him. 
If  he  was  probably  right  in  the  complaints  made  by  him, 
ample  authority  was  given  by  subdivision  6  of  section  2481 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  to  the  surrogate  to  open, 
yacate  or  set  aside  the  decrees,  so  far  as  that  might  be  neces- 
sary for  the  further  examination  of  the  items  to  which  the 
application  was  directed,  and  upon  appeal  from  the  determina- 
tion of  the  surrogate,  tlu  general  term  of  the  supreme  court 
lios  the  same  power  as  the  surrogate  /  and  his  determination 
must  he  reviewed  as  if  an  original  applicoition  was  made  to 
that  term.  Under  this  authority  the  entire  controversy  pre- 
sented by  the  petition  and  the  answer  to  it,  is  to  be  considered 
upon  the  appeal  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the  surrogate 
himself  had  the  authority  to  consider  it.  In  partial  support 
of  the  allegations  made,  it  was  alleged  and  shown  that  no 
special  guardian,  or  guardian  ad  litem^  was  appointed  by  the 
surrogate  to  take  charge  of  the  interests  of  the  petitioner  on 
the  first  accounting.  His  mother  had  been  appointed  by  the 
testator's  will  his  testamentary  guardian,  but  they  were  in 
Germany  when  the  citation  was  issued  on  the  application  of 
the  executors,  and  it  was  served  probably  irregularly,  at  least 
for  want  of  time  (3  H.  S.  {6th  edJ],  102,  sec.  76),  upon  himself 
and  his  mother  in  that  country.  Either  she  nor  any  other 
Vol.  LXVn        67 


450  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 

■  ■     ■  ■— ^■^^— »^ 

Matter  of  Ttlden. 

party  in  any  form  appeared  for  liirn  on  the  aoconnting  to 
investigate  or  protect  his  interests.  On  the  second  acconnting 
it  is  recited  in  the  decree  that  a  special  gnardian  for  this  par- 
pose  was  appointed  by  the  surrogate,  and  a  similar  statement 
is  contained  in  the  decree  on  the  third  accounting,  and  on  the 
fourth  a  guardian  was  appointed  on  the  petition  of  the  appel- 
lant himself.  But  it  is  alleged  in  his  behalf  that  neither  of 
these  persons  undertook  or  made  any  special  investigation 
of  his  mterests. 

And  as  to  the  guardians  on  the  second  and  third  of  the 
accountings,  there  seems  to  be  good  reason  to  believe  that  these 
charges  of  inattention  made  by  him  are  well  founded.    Upon 
the  fourth  accounting  the  guardian  has  sworn  that  he  did  inform 
himseK  of  all  the  facts  bearing  on  the  interest  of  the  infant, 
for  the  period  included  in  such  accounting,  from  every  source 
which  seemed  to  him  to  be  available.    But  that  he  resisted 
any  of  the  charges  made  against  his  ward  in  the  accounts  has 
not  been  stated  by  him.    Neither  does  the  case  made  in  his 
behalf,  or  in  behalf  of  the  executors,  show  that  any  special 
investigation  took  place  at  any  time  before  the  surrogate  rela- 
tive to  -the  charges  now  complained  of  as  improperly  allowed 
to  the  executors.    It  has  been  urged,  as  chapter  156  of  the 
Laws  of  1674  specially  conferred  upon  surrogates  the  authority 
to  appoint  special  guardians  on  the  accountings  of  executors, 
&c.,  that  he  had  no  power  to  make  such  appointment  at  the 
time  of  the  first  accounting  of  the  executors.    But  in  this  posu 
tion  the  executors  do  not  appear  to  be  sustained  by  authority. 
For 'before  the  enactment  of  this  statute,  it  was  practically 
hdld  that  the  surrogate  possessed  the  inherent  authority  arising 
out  of  the  necessities  of  the  situation,  and  the  object  to  be 
attained  by  means  of  an  accounting,  to  appoint  a  guardian  ad 
litem  to  look  after  and  protect  the  interest  of  the  next  of  kin 
not  appearing,  who  should  be  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  {KeUet  agt.  JSaMun,  4  Paige^  102).     The  fact  that  no 
statute  existed  requiring  the  exercise  of  this  authority  did 
jiot  therefore  justify  the  omission  to  make  such  an  appoint- 
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ment.  The  hearing,  so  far  as  it  affected  the  interests  of  the 
petitioner,  which  resulted  in  the  decree  following  the  first 
accounting  was  clearly  irregular,  and  permitted  the  applicant 
to  disaffirm  its  authority  and  apply  for  its  reconsideration  after 
he  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  {Dayton  on  Surrogaies, 
[Zd  ecl,y]  606,  607).  The  first  accounting  extended  over  a 
period  of  two  years  and  about  four  months,  and  it  included 
a  general  charge  amounting  to  the  sum  of  $1 3,880.68,  ybr  one- 
fourth  of  the  general  expenses  abroad^  dkc.y  and  for  house 
expenses,  cfec?.,  to  date,  which  was  the  1st  of  October,  1871. 
This  was  a  large  amount  for  the  support,  maintenance  and 
education  of  the  petitioner,  who  was  then  a  boy  of  about 
eleven  or  twelve  years  of  age,  and  the  propriety  of  its  investi- 
gation would  seem  to  be  suggested  by  its  extent  and  the 
statement  of  it  which  was  given.  Other  charges  of  a  similar 
general  nature  were  contained  in  the  account  settled  on  the 
other  accountings,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  upwards  of 
$27,000.  Neither  of  those  charges  seem  to  liave  been  chal- 
lenged or  resisted  by  either  one  of  the  guardians  appointed  to 
represent  the  petitioner  on  the  second,  third  or  fourth  account- 
ings, but  they  were  wholly  accepted  and  passed  as  they  were 
contained  in  the  executors'  accounts.  And  by  meaaiis  of  these 
and  other  charges  extending  to  about  the  29th  of  June,  1881, 
the  sum  of  $84,767.16  was  in  the  aggregate  charged  to  have 
been  advanced  for  the  support,  education  and  use  of  the 
petitioner.  The  amounts  appropriated  tathis  purpose  during 
tlie  period  of  his  minority  was  on  an  average  of  about  $7,705 
each  year.  It  may  be  that  these  charges  were  very  properly 
made  and  that  the  executors  discreetly  and  judiciously  exercised 
the  authority  with  which  they  had  been  invested  by  the  testator. 
But  inasmuch  as  they  were  in  no  manner  made  the  subject 
of  contest  or  investigation  on  behalf  of  the  petitioner  in  the 
accountings  which  took  place,  a  case  was  presented  in  which 
it  would  seem  to  be  proper,  after  the  attainment  by  him  of 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  to  allow  him  to  contest  the  pro- 
priety of  these  charges.    In  the  second  and  third  accountings 
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the  appointment  of  the  gaardians  seem  to  have  been  regarded 
as  BO  entirely  unimportant  as  to  have  constitated  only  a  for 
mal  compliance  with  what  the  law  had  required  in  that  respect. 

The  guardians  were  of  no  eervice  whatever  to  the  rights 
and  interest  of  their  ward  and  apparently  made  no  effort  to 
investigate  the  propriety  of  any  of  the  cliarges  against  him, 
although  the  duty  to  do  so  was  significantly  suggested  by  the 
large  as  well  as  very  general  charges  against  him  contained 
in  the  accounts.  For  on  the  3 1st  of  December,  1872,  he  was 
charged  $5,44 1 .  88  for  his  share  of  the  household  expenses  to  date. 
On  the  Ist  of  May,  1873,  a  like  charge  of  $2,800.99  was  made. 
On  the  3l8t  of  December  of  the  same  year  another  of  $2,048.40, 
and  on  the  31st  of  December,  1874,  alike  charge  of  $4,803.24, 
during  most  of  which  period  it  is  stated  as  a  matter  of  fact  that 
the  petitioner  was  absent  from  home  attending  boarding  school. 
The  last  item  in  the  third  accounting  was  equally  as  sug- 
gestive in  the  same  respect,  for  instead  of  charging  the 
petitioner  with  expenses  paid  out  on  his  behalf,  the  joint 
expenses  of  himself  and  another  was  evidently  divided,  and 
in  the  division  tlie  sum  of  $7,050.60  was  charged  as  his  half, 
and  very  much  the  same  seems  to  have  been  the  course  of 
proceeding  as  to  the  charges  in  the  fourth  accounting.  The 
same  propriety,  therefore,  niaoif estly  exists  for  favorably  con- 
sidering his  application  for  liberty  to  contest  the  items  forming 
the  subject  of  con^plaiot  on  his  part  on  each  of  these  account- 
ings. As  he  has  applied  with  reasonable  diligence  for  liberty 
to  make  such  contest  after  he  attained  his  full  sigQ  and  received 
information  of  the  actual  state  of  the  accountsy  the  application 
was  entitled  to  a  liberal  degree  of  consideration.  And  the 
same  observation  is  pertinent  to  the  allegted  failure  of  the 
executors  to  enforce  the  guarantees  of  the  second  mortgages 
assigned  to  them  by  William  T.  ISodg^. 

As  to  some  of  the  charges  affected  by  the  complaint  of  the 
petitioner,  it  is  alleged  that  the  facts  indicating  them  to  be 
correct  were  witliin  the  knowledge  of  the  executors.  This 
complaint  more  especially  relates  to  expenditures  charging 
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Iiira  with  one-fourth  of  the  household  expenses  after  the  return 
of  the  family  from  Europe,  and  to  at  least  one  item  of  $2,000 
stated  to  have  been  paid  to  his  mother  for  his  board  when  he 
was  away  at  school,  and  did  not  board  with  her  for  any  portion 
of  the  time.  The  executors  have  asserted  the  correctness  of 
these  charges  on  the  ground  that  the  household  was  maintained 
in  part  by  his  mother  as  a  home  for  the  petitioner.  They 
have  also  insisted  that  they  are  entitled  to  the  allowance  of 
the  charges  sustained  by  these  several  decrees,  for  the  reason 
that  the  petitioner's  mother,  as  testamentary  guardian,  made 
and  delivered  receipts  including  these  charges  to  the  executore. 
But  whether  these  grounds  shall  constitute  satisfactory  answers 
to  the  complaints  and  objections  presented  in  behalf  of  the 
petitioner  should  not  now  be  specially  considered,  for  that 
cannot  be  done  satisfactorily  upon  the  ex  parte  allegations  or 
affidavits  made  in  support  of  or  to  resist  such  a  proceeding. 
For  their  adjustment  the  law  has  prescribed  a  diflferent  mode 
of  investigation,  and  that  is  by  allowing  the  party  whose  intei^ 
ests  are  affected  by  the  charges,  upon  evidence  taken  in  the 
usual  way,  to  contest  their  legality  and  propriety,  and  as  the 
applicant  was  supplied  with  no  adequate  opportunity  for  doing 
so  during  his  minority,  that  privilege  under  the  authorities 
should  still  bo  accorded  to  him  {Dayton,  on  Surrogates 
\Zd  ed.l  606,  607,  643). 

The  application  has  been  further  resisted  under  the  latter 
clause  of  twelfth  paragraph  of  the  will,  by  which  the  executora 
were  at  liberty  to  pay  over  the  rents,  income  and  profits  of 
the  infant's  one-fourth  of  the  estate  directly  to  the  widow,  to 
be  laid  out  and  expended  in  her  discretion  for  his  support, 
education  and  comfort.  But  this  authority  was  not  exercised 
by  the  executors.  They  did  not  pay  these  rents,  income  and 
profits  to  her  under  this  clause  of  the  will,  but  they  merely 
allowed  the  charges  made  against  the  petitioner,  taking  her 
receipts  practically  as  their  authority  for  these  charges.  And 
if  they  did  tliat,  as  it  has  been  alleged  they  did,  with  good 
reason  to  believe  that  the  charges  themselves  were  to  a  large 
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degree  unfounded  and  improper,  the  receipts  should  have  no 
Buch  force  or  weight  as  to  preclude  the  petitioner  from  still 
contesting  the  items  to  which  he  has  specially  objected.  He 
may  be  unable  to  maintain  the  propriety  of  either  of  the 
objections  urged  in  his  behalf,  but  it  is  due  to  himself  and 
also  to  the  executors,  who  are  men  of  high  character,  that  an 
investigation  should  take  place  concerning  the  propriety  of 
these  objections.  If  they  are  not  well  founded,  then  the 
executors  should  not  be  subjected  to  the  imputations  which 
have  been  made,  but  they  should  be  vindicated  by  the  action 
of  the  proper  authorities.  While  if  they  are  well  founded, 
the  rights  of  the  applicant  can  in  no  other  manner  be  ascer- 
tained than  by  making  a  like  investigation. 

After  the  petitioner,  had  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  an  agreement  was  entered  into  between  himself  and  his 
three  older  brothers  for  the  settlement  of  their  rights  and 
interests  in  the  testator's  real  estate,  and  its  division  between 
them.  The  two  older  brothers  had  received  very  much  larger 
amounts  from  the  testator's  estate  than  the  two  brothers  who 
were  minors  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  the  purpose  of 
this  agreement  was  to  secure  a  division  of  the  real  estate  upon 
the  basis  of  the  rights  of  the  brothers  under  the  will  and 
codicils,  and  the  proper  adjustment  of  the  amounts  between 
themselves,  which  had  been  received  by  the  oldest  brothers. 
This  agreement  was  carried  into  effect ;  the  real  estate  was 
divided,  and  the  amounts  due  from  the  older  brothers  to  the 
younger  ascertained  and  adjusted.  And  because  of  the  mak- 
ing of  this  agreement  and  the  action  of  the  parties  under  it, 
it  has  been  objected  that  the  petitioner  was  after  that  disabled 
from  questioning  the  accuracy  of  the  accountings  to  which  his 
complaints  have  now  been  directed.  But  the  executors  were 
not  pai'ties  to  this  agreement.  It  was  made  wholly  and  exclu- 
sively by  and  between  the  brothers  for  a  determination  and 
settlement  of  their  rights  between  themselves^  and  it  in  no 
manner  relieved  the  executors  from  liability  in  their  manage- 
ment and  disposition  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator    If 
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the  applicant  had  valid  claims  against  them  which  had  neither 
been  admitted  or  allowed,  neither  this  agreement  nor  anything 
which  took  place  under  it  released  them  from  that  liability, 
or  precluded  him  from  asserting  and  enforcing  their  existence 
against  the  executors.  It  was  no  part  of  the  intention  of  the 
agreement  entered  into  to  relieve  them  in  any  respect  from 
any  liability  arising  out  of  their  management  and  administra- 
tion of  the  personal  estate,  and  all  that  afterwards  took  place 
between  the  parties  to  it  was  simply  by  way  of  performing  its 
stipulations  and  carrying  them  into  effect. 

As  the  case  has  been  presented  a  reasonable  right  has  been 
maintained  to  the  success  of  the  application.  It  may  in  the 
end  result  in  no  advantage  whatever  to  the  applicant,  but  if 
it  does  not  the  executora  are  entitled  to  have  that  known  and 
ascertained  for  their  own  proper  vindication.  But  if  the 
charges  made  shall  be  sustained  then  the  applicant  is  equally 
and  as  justly  entitled  to  the  benefits  which  may  be  secured  to 
him  in  that  manner. 

Other  points  than  those  which  have  been  considered  have 
been  presented  in  favor  of  the  applicant  and  also  of  the  execu- 
tors, but  in  the  view  which  has  been  taken  of  those  already 
considered,  these  do  not  require  to  be  discussed  or  determined. 
For  without  them  there  is  suflSicient  in  the  case  to  require  the 
order  from  which  the  appeal  has  been  taken  to  be  reversed 
and  an  order  entered  directing  the  four  decrees  to  be  so  far 
set  aside  and  vacated  as  to  allow  the  charges  drawn  in  contro- 
versy by  the  applicant  to  be  made  the  subject  of  future 
investigation. 

The  order  should  be  reversed  and  such  an  order  entered, 
with  the  usual  costs  and  disbursements. 

Bradt,  J.,  concurred. 
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ALBANY  OYER  AND  TERMINER. 
The  Pboplb  agt.  John  H.  Obat. 

AssauU  and  battery --Warrani  of  eommitmerU — I^ruU  Code,  tectums  217, 

218,  219. 

A  warrant  of  commitment  reciting  a  conviction  for  the  crime  of  assault 
and  battery  and  a  sentence  to  imprisonment  thereon  is  valid. 

January^  1884. 

T.  F.  Hamilton^  for  petitioner. 

D.  Cody  Herrick^  district  attorney,  for  the  people. 

Westbbook,  e/.  —  The  relator  John  H.  Gray,  who  is  now 
detained  in  the  Albany  County  Penitentiary  under  a  warrant 
of  commitment  from  Jambs  Y.  Smtth,  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  the  town  of  Greenfield,  in  the  county  of  Saratoga,  asks  to 
be  relieved  from  such  imprisonment  upon  the  ground  that  the 
commitment  shows  no  offense  known  to  the  law. 

The  commitment  recites  that  Gray  was,  on  the  10th  day  of 
December,  1883,  arraigned  before  a  court  of  special  sessions 
lield  by  James  Y.  SMrru,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  town 
of  Greenfield,  Saratoga  county,  to  answer  for  the  crime  of 
"assault  and  battery  committed  on  Norman  Potter;"  and 
having  been  "  convicted  of  said  offense "  the  court  adjudged 
and  determined  that  Gray  should  be  committed  to  the  Albany 
County  Penitentiary,  there  to  be  kept  at  hard  labor  for  the 
term  of  four  months* 

It  ^  insisted  on  behalf  of  the  relator  as  the  principal  ground 
for  the  discharge  that  there  is  now  no  such  crime  known  to 
the  law  as  "  assault  and  battery,"  as  the  offense  formerly  known 
by  that  name  is  now  by  the  Penal  Code  styled  and  designated 
an  "  assault  in  the  third  degree." 

A  reference  to  section  219  of  the  Penal  Code  shows  that 
the  terms  "assault"  and  "assault  and  battery"  have  not 
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become  obsolete,  because  that  section  provides  that  ^'  a  person 
who  commits  an  assault  or  an  assault  and  battery  *  *  * 
is  guilty  of  an  assault  in  the  third  degree."  It  is  true  that 
an  assault  and  battery  may  be  committed  under  such  circum- 
stances as  to  amount  to  a  graver  crime  than  an  assault  in  the 
third  degree  (Peiial  Code^  sees.  217,  218).  In  charging 
the  graver  offenses,  however,  the  commission  of  the  acts 
marking  them  must  be  averred.  An  allegation  of  a  simple 
assaulting  and  beating  and  a  conviction  thereof  is  only  a  state- 
ment of  a  charge  and  conviction  of  a  simple  assault  and  bat- 
tery, which  by  the  Penal  Code  is  declared  to  be  "  an  assault 
in  the  third  degree."  The  point  then  urged  in  behalf  of  the 
defendant  is,  that  although  the  commitment  has  described 
the  act  of  which  the  defendant  has  been  convicted  in  the  very 
language  which  the  statute  has  used  to  mark  and  designate 
tlie  crime  of  an  assault  in  the  third  degree,  yet  as  the  crime 
has  not  also  been  called  by  its  technical  name  his  detention 
is  illegal. 

This  position  cannot  be  sound,  because  the  Code  itself  by 
using  the  same  language  in  defining  an  assault  in  the  third 
degree  makes  it  clear  that  the  description  of  the  offense  in 
the  commitment  is  one  well  known  to  the  law.  It  cannot  be 
at  all  important  that  the  crime  shown  by  the  commitment 
should  be  called  by  its  technical  name,  provided  the  descrip- 
tion therein  of  the  act  which  constitutes  the  offense  is  clear 
and  pi'ecise  and  leaves  no  doubt  as  to  its  exact  chai*acter.  Ko 
more  accurate  statement  of  the  one  committed  by  the  defend- 
ant can  be  given  than  that  contained  in  the  warrant  of 
commitment,  because  it  is  therein  alleged  that  the  defendant 
was  charged  with  the  commission  of  the  very  act,  or  acts, 
which  the  section  referred  to  declares  to  be  an  assault  in  the 
third  degree  and  was  duly  convicted  of  the  perpetration 
thereof.  It  distinctly  states  that  the  defendant  was  duly 
charged  with  an  ^^  assault  and  battery  committed  on  Korman 
Potter,"  and  that  he  was  "  convicted  of  said  offense,"  which 
is  only  declaring  that  he  was  according  to  law  convicted  of 
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the  crime  of  assaulting  and  beating  Norman  Potter,  upon 
whicli  conviction  lie  was  sentenced  to  imprisonment.  As 
there  is  no  allegation  in  the  warrant  of  anything  more  than  a 
simple  assault  and  battery,  we  know  that  the  crime  commit- 
ted, and  on  account  of  which  the  defendant  is  enduring 
punishment,  is  an  assault  in  the  third  degree  as  that  offense  is 
defined  by  the  Code. 

A  reference  also  to  the  record  of  conviction  shows  that  the 
crime  which  the  defendant  committed,  and  which  in  both 
the  warmnt  of  commitment  and  record  is  called  ^'  an  assault 
and  battery  on  Norman  Potter,''  was  properly  so  designated, 
for  in  describing  the  act  called  an  assault  and  battery  it  is 
further  stated  to  have  been  committed  by  "striking  and 
punching"  the  complainant,  Norman  Potter,  several  times 
with  a  stick,  and  that  after  having  been  duly  arraigned  upon 
such  charge,  and  having  pleaded  not  guilty,  the  "  defendant 
was  convicted  of  the  charges  above  specified."  There  is  no 
allegation  in  the  record  that  the  beating  was  charged  to  have 
•  inflicted  "  grievous  bodily  harm,"  nor  that  he  was  convicted 
of  any  such  beating  so  as  to  make  it  an  assault  in  the  second 
degree  {Pe7ial  Code^  sec.  218).  It  therefore  shows  a  convic- 
tion for  a  simple  assaulting  and  beating  with  a  stick,  which  is 
included  and  covered  by  the  definition  of  what  the  Code  terms 
and  calls  an  "  assault  in  the  third  degree." 

It  was  said  upon  the  argument  that  the  very  point  involved 
in  this  proceeding  had  been  decided  in  the  city  of  New  York 
by  judge  Babretf,  who  held  that  a  commitment  for  an  assault 
and  battery  could  not  be  sustained.  Such  decision,  if  made, 
is  of  course  entitled  to  great  respect.  Of  the  mode,  however, 
in  which  the  question  was  there  presented,  or  of  the  reasons 
given  to  sustain  it,  no  information  was  furnished.  If  the  case 
in  which  the  decision  was  made  was  similar  to  the  present  it 
cannot  be  adopted  as  sound.  When  the  warrant  of  commit- 
ment, in  stating  the  offense  of  which  a  prisoner  has  been 
convicted,  uses  the  very  language  of  the  Penal  Code  in  its 
definition  of  an  assault  in  the  third  degree,  and  when  such  Ian- 
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guage  apart  from  the  Code  defines  a  crime  well  known  to  the 
law,  and  ^hen  the  record  of  conviction  by  its  more  particular 
recital  of  the  facts  of  the  offiense  also  shows  that  the  crime  called 
in  the  Code  assault  in  the  third  degree  has  been  committed,  it 
would  be  very  technical  and  narrow  to  adjudge  that  because 
the  name  by  which  the  offense  is  now  known,  is  not  also  used, 
that  therefore  the  conviction  and  detention  cannot  be  upheld. 
The  right  to  detain  depends  upon  the  proper  conviction  of  the 
defendant  of  acts  which  constitute  the  crime,  and  when  he  has 
been  adjudged  guilty  of  such  acts  and  been  condemned  to 
punishment  therefor,  all  of  which  is  fully  set  out  in  the  com- 
mitment, he  should  not  be  discharged,  because  in  addition  to 
a  complete  statement  of  the  act  which  he  had  been  convicted 
of  perpetrating,  the  committing  magistrate  did  not  furtlier 
state  the  legal  conclusion  from  the  facts  averred  that  the 
technical  name  of  the  crime  which  the  commission  of  such 
acts  evinced  was  an  assault  in  the  third  degree.  In  determin- 
ing whether  or  not  an  individual  is  guilty  of  a  particular 
offense,  we  ask,  has  he  committed  the  act  or  acts,  which  in 
law  make  and  mark  the  crime  ?  The  sufficiency  of  a  commit- 
ment should  be  judged  by  the  same  rule ;  and  when  such  an 
instrument  shows  a  conviction  for  doing  that  which  is  a  crim- 
inal offense,  to  hold  it  void,  merely  because  it  omits  to  give 
in  addition  to  the  statement  showing  a  due  and  regular  con- 
viction for  the  perpetration  of  such  acts,  the  technical  name 
of  such  offense,  is  the  exaltation  of  form  above  substance  — 
the  requirement  of  a  name,  and  the  rejection  of  a  description 
equally  exact.  A  pleading  which  avers  legal  conclusions  and 
not  facts,  is  bad.  While  this  rule  would  not  condemn  a  war- 
rant of  commitment,  or  a  record  of  conviction,  as  bad,  which 
stated  a  conviction  for  a  crime  by  its  technical  name,  without 
detailing  the  act  or  acts  constituting  it,  yet  the  principle  upon 
which  such  rule  depends  is  certainly  at  variance  with  the 
hyper-criticism*  which  declares  null  and  incapable  of  enforce- 
ment a  judgment  of  imprisonment  rendered  upon  a  convic- 
tion for  perpetrating  certain  deeds  making  a  crime,  merely 
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because  such  paper  does  not  also  declare  that  such  acts  mark  a 
specific  crime  called  bj  a  certain  name. 

In  charging  an  offense  in  an  indictment,  it  has  frequently 
been  held  that  the  exact  words  of  the  statute  defining  the 
offense  need  not  be  used ;  that  it  is  sufficient  if  words  of  a 
similar  import  to  those  used  in  the  statute  are  employed  {The 
People  agt.  Enochs  13  Wend.^  159;  Fitzgerald  agt.  The 
People,  87  N.  F.,  413). 

The  reasoning  in  the  cases  cited  is  applicable  to  the  present. 
Though  the  crime  of  which  the  relator  was  convicted  is  not 
called  by  its  technical  name,  it  is  described  in  language  most 
unmistakable,  and  in  the  very  words  used  in  the  statute  to 
define  the  offense  which  the  relator  has  committed.  His 
discharge  from  imprisonment  upon  the  ground  that  he  has 
committed  no  offense  known  to  the  law,  is  clearly  untenable, 
because  an  offense  is  plainly  and  clearly  stated  both  in  the 
commitment  and  record  of  conviction.  Guilt  or  innocence 
of  crime,  as  has  previously  been  stated,  depends  upon  the 
commission  or  non-commission  by  the  accused  of  that  which 
constitutes  it.  When  a  commitment  shows  that  a  pei'son 
imprisoned  has  been  according  to  law  duly  convicted  of  doing 
the  thing  which  constitutes  the  crime,  for  the  perpetration  of 
which  punishment  is  being  inflicted,  it  is  not  at  all  important 
that  such  commitment  should  also  designate  the  offense  by  its 
statute  name. 

For  the  reasons  which  have  been  given,  the  writ  must  be 
discharged,  and  the  relator  remanded  to  the  custody  of  the 
keeper  of  the  penitentiary. 
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CITY  COURT  OF  NEW  YORK. 
Cohn  agt  Husson. 

SupplemerUai complaint ^When  will  be  allowed —  (Me  qf  Civil  Procedure, 

eecUonfAA. 

Where  plaintiffs  cause  of  action  is  upon  a  promissory  note  made  by 
defendant  to  plaintiff's  order,  and  defendant  admits  the  making  of  the 
note,  but  alleges  by  way  of  avoidance  that  since  the  making  and  delivery 
of  said  note  he  mnde  and  delivered  a  certain  other  note  as  a  renewal  of 
the  note  sued  on^  and  that  the  latter  note  was  outstanding  and  not 
matured,  the  plaintiff  should  have  leave  by  supplemental  complaint  to 
allege  the  fact  that  the  note  pleaded  in  defendant's  answer  as  payment 
of  the  note  in  suit  was  not  paid  and  was  in  plaintiff's  possession,  and  to 
pray  that  he  may  tender  the  same  on  the  trial 

Special  Temij  Marchy  1884. 
Ahrdham  Klingj  for  motion. 
D.  T,  McMahonj  in  opposition. 

Browne,  J.  —  Section  544  of  tlie  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
permits  a  supplemental  pleading,  alleging  material  facts  occur- 
ring after  former  pleading,  either  in  addition  to  or  in  place  of 
the  former  pleading. 

The  plaintifPs  cause  of  action  is  founded  upon  a  promissory 
.note  made  by  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  order  for  the  sum 
of  $500.  The  defendant  admits  the  making  of  the  note,  but 
alleges  by  way  of  avoidance  that  since  the  making  and  delivery 
of  said  note  he  made  and  delivered  a  certain  other  note  as  a 
renewal  of  the  note  sued  on ;  that  the  latter  note  was  out- 
standing, and  a  claim  against  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  tliis  action,  and  that  the  same  had  not 
matured  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action. 
The  plaintiff  recovered  at  trial  term,  but  the  judgment  was 
reversed  at  general  term  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  the  court 
holding  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  repossessed  himself  of 
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the  renewal  note  and  tendered  it  back  before  he  could  main- 
tain this  action  on  the  old  note.  He  now  asks  leave  to  serve 
a  supplemental  complaint  in  which  he  will  be  permitted  to 
allege  ^'  that  a  note  pleaded  in  defendant's  answer  as  payment 
to  the  note  in  suit  was  not  paid  and  is  in  possession  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  he  may  tender  the  same  on  the  trial." 

Whether  the  permission,  if  accorded,  to  allege  these  facts 
in  a  supplemental  complaint  will  enable  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
or  not,  I  do  not  seek  to  determine.  That  they  are  facts  which 
have  arisen  since  he  served  his  complaint,  will  not  be  disputed, 
and  as  the  general  term  did  not  question  the  plaintiff's  right 
to  maintain  his  action  upon  the  original  note,  but  held  that 
the  right  was  suspended  until  the  renewal  note  was  dis- 
honored,  it  appears  to  me  the  facts  he  now  desires  to  allege 
by  supplemental  complaint  as  to  its  dishonor,  and  his  possession 
of  it,  are  "  material  facts." 

As  the  averment  of  such  facts  is  sought  to  aid  a  recovery 
upon  the  original  cause  of  action  founded  upon  the  old  note, 
and  neither  to  add  nor  substitute  a  new  controversy  arising 
out  of  any  transaction  occurring  since  suit  brought,  I  think 
the  relief  ought  to  be  granted. 

That  a  supplemental  complaint  will  not  be  allowed,  where  it 
attempts  to  introduce  an  independent,  substantive  cause  of 
action  growing  out  of  later  facts,  upon  which  a  judgment 
could  be  rendered  without  reference  to  the  original  com- 
plaint, is  well  settled,  and  the  cases  cited  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  defendant  amply  support  that  view  ;  but,  on 
the  other  hand,  they  are  not  in  conflict  with  the  proposition 
that  new  matter  may  be  alleged  in  aid  of  the  original  cause 
of  action,  which  occuri^ed  subsequently  to  the  commencement 
of  the  suit. 

The  case  of  Mullsr  agt.  Earle  {reported  in  5  N.  Y.  Supr. 
Ct.  7?.,  388),  was  an  action  originally  commenced  as  one  for 
equitable  relief,  to  ascertain  and  determine  the  amount  due  to 
the  plaintiff  for  erecting  certain  buildings,  in  which  he 
demanded  an  injunction  as  a  part  of  the  relief  sought,  restrain- 
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ing  the  comptroller  (who  was  also  made  a  party)  from  paying 
and  tlie  defendant  Earle  from  receiving  a  sum  of  money 
named.  At  the  trial  his  complaint  was  dismissed,  but  after  a 
new  trial  had  been  granted  he  moved  for  leave  to  change  his 
action,  either  by  amendment  or  supplemental  complaint,  to  a 
mere  money  demand  on  contract,  for  the  reason  that  the 
whole  amount  of  the  award  which  was  in  tlie  comptroller's 
hands  when  he  brought  his  suit  had  been  actually  paid  over 
to  the  defendant.  Justice  Fkeedman  (at  p.  391)  justly  decided 
the  apphcation  to  be  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
to  withdraw  the  action  pending  and  substitute  another  and  an 
entirely  different  cause  of  action,  which  occurred  after  the 
institution  of  the  first  suit. 

The  case  of  Boatwick  agt.  Menck  et  al,  (4  DcU^  li.j  68) 
was  an  action  brought  by  plaintiff  as  receiver  in  proceedings 
supplementary  to  an  execution  issued  against  the  defendant 
Beiser,  upon  a  judgment  recovered  against  him  by  one  Dolan, 
to  set  aside  a  general  assignment  made  by  Beiser  to  the  defend- 
ant Menck  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditoi*s.  After  trial, 
resulting  in  a  judgment  in  plaintiffjs  favor,  and  a  revei-sal  by 
the  court  of  appeals  which  ordered  a  new  trial,  plaintiff  asked 
leave  to  file  a  supplemental  complaint  alleging  the  recovery 
of  six  other  judgments  against  Beiser  since  he  brought  his 
action,  and  his  appointment  as  receiver  in  each  of  them. 
The  court  at  general  term  decided  that  as  the  supplemental 
complaint  sought  to  be  filed  stated  no  matter  which  aided  or 
varied  the  case  presented  by  the  original  complaint,  nor  in 
any  way  supported  the  rights  of  the  judgment  creditors  men- 
tioned therein,  but  alleged  and  presented  claims  on  behalf  of 
other  creditors  which  was  entirely  independent,  and  wholly 
unaffected  by  the  pleadings  interposed,  the  issue  of  a  supple- 
mental complaint  should  not  be  allowed,  for  they  were  really 
six  new  causes  of  action  by  other  claimants  having  distinct 
interests  from  those  represented  by  the  original  complaint. 

But  this  case  presents  a  widely  different  aspect.  Here  the 
same  consideration  upon  which  the  recovery  is  sought  under 
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the  old  note  v^as  continued  in  the  new.  The  one  was  a  mere 
renewal  or  extension  of  the  other.  No  different  or  additional 
cause  of  action  is  attempted  to  be  set  out,  the  recovery  will 
still  be  sought  upon  the  original  cause  of  action.  The  aver- 
ment of  the  subsequently  occurring  fact  as  to  the  renewal  note 
maturing  after  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  its  being 
dishonored,  is  not  intended  to  enlarge  or  change  the  prayer 
for  relief,  nor  to  alter  the  character  of  the  issue,  but  is  rather 
intended  to  support  a  recovery  upon  the  original  cause  of 
action,  which  is  still  to  be  based  upon  the  right  to  relief  on 
the  note  in  suit.  t 

The  case  of  Fincke  agt.  JSaurke  (20  Sun^  264)  is  somewhat 
analogous  in  principle  to  this  action  as  I'egards  the  ]*elief 
sought  by  plaintiff. 

An  order  will  be  granted  that  plaintiff  have  leave  by  sup- 
plemental complaint  to  allege  the  fact  that  a  note  pleaded  in 
defendant's  answer  as  payment  to  the  note  in  suit  was  not 
paid  and  is  in  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  to  pray  that  he 
may  tender  the  same  on  the  triaL 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Lawbbkce  J.  Callanan  and  James  Kbscp  agt  Gbobge  F. 

Oilman. 

Street  obttructhM — What  are,  and  tohen  a  pubHc  nuisance — When  may  be 
restrained  eU  the  euit  of  an  individual — An^wr —^  V^rm  of  demaX  bad. 

Where  defendant  in  his  answer  denies  "  specifically  each  and  every  allega- 
tion of  the  complaint,  except  those  hereinafter  admitted,  qualified  or 
explained : " 

Beldf  that  this  form  of  denial  is  bad  and  the  allegations  of  the  complaint 
must  be  held  to  be  admitted  by  the  defendant. 

Any  unauthorized  continuous  obstruction  of  a  public  street  is  a  public 
nuisance  for  the  reason  that  the  public  are  entitled  to  an  unobstructed 
passage  upon  the  streets  and  sidewalks  of  the  city. 

The  placing  of  skids  across  the  sidewalk  in  front  of  a  party's  premises  is 
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a  great  inconvenience  to  the  public  and  may  be  restrained  at  the  suit  of 
an  individual  who  has  sustained  a  private  injury  thereby. 

Special  Term^  September ^  1884. 

Truax,  J. — The  plaintiffs  allege  in  their  complaint  among 
other  things,  that  the  defendant  obstructed  the  sidewalk  with 
intent  to  injure  the  plaintiffs ;  that  snch  obstruction  prevents 
the  plaintiffs  and  their  employes  and  patrons  from  passing 
and  repassing  along  the  sidewalk,  to  the  detriment  and  great 
injury  of  plaintiffs  and  their  business ;  that  such  obstruction 
is  maintained  every  day  from  three  to  five  hours,  and  averages 
fully  four  hours  each  day  during  the  business  hours  of  the 
day ;  that  the  defendant  has  been  requested  to  remove  such 
obstruction  but  he  refuses  to  do  so  to  the  great  and  irreparable 
injury  of  the  plaintiffs ;  that  such  obstruction  is  a  public  nuis- 
ance of  special  injury  to  the  plaintiffs  for  which  they  have  no 
adequate  remedy  at  law  and  cannot  be  adequately  compensated 
in  damages.  The  defendant  denies  "  specifically  each  and  every 
allegation  of  the  complaint  except  those  hereinafter  admitted, 
qualified  or  explained."  This  form  of  denial  is  bad,  and  it 
must  be  held  that  the  above  allegations  of  the  complaint  are 
admitted  by  the  defendant  {Tuce  agt.  Alexander ^  49  Sup. 
Ct  i?.,  205,  and  cases  there  cited;  Clarh  agt.  Dillon^  4  N, 
Y.  Civ.  Pro.  {^Browne\  245).  It  has  long  been  held  by  the 
conrts  of  this  state  that  any  unauthorized  continuous  obstruc- 
tion of  a  public  highway  or  street  is  a  public  nuisance  {Davis 
agt.  The  Mayor ^  <&c.,  14  JV.  Y.y  506 ;  Trenor  agt.  Jackson^ 
15  Abh.  [W.  S.^y  115).  The  reason  is  that  the  public  are 
entitled  to  an  unobstructed  passage  upon  the  streets  and  side- 
walks of  the  city  {Cliford  agt.  Dam,  81  N.  F.,  52).  The 
obstruction  caused  by  the  defendant  is  unauthorized.  The 
board  of  aldermen  cannot  authorize  a  public  nuisance 
{Trenor  agt.  Jackson^  supra;  Ely  agt.  Campbell^  59  How.^ 
38&;  People  agt.  Mayors  59  id.^  277;  People  agt.  Mayor ^ 
Daily  Register^  April  23,  1884,  Barbbtt,  «/".  /  see^  aUOy 
Metropolitan  Td.  Co.  agt.  Colwell  Lead  Co.y  Daily  Regis- 
leTy  Aug.  13, 1884,  Ingbaham,  J.). 
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The  defendant  has  admitted  in  his  answer  that  the  obstruc- 
tion is  a  public  nuisance,  and  the  facts  proved  on  the  trial 
show  that  the  obstruction  was  continuous. 

This  case  is  similar  to  the  case  of  Sex  agt.  RtfsseU  (6  Eagt, 
437),  in  which  it  was  held  that  a  wagoner  who  occupies  one 
side  of  a  public  street  in  a  city,  before  his  warehouse,  in 
loading  and  unloading  his  wagons,  for  several  hours  a  dav, 
and  who  has  at  least  one  wagon  usually  standing  before  his 
warehouse,  so  that  no  carriage  can  pass  on  that  side  of  the 
street,  and  sometimes  foot  passengers  were  inconvenienced  by 
cumlikrous  goods  lying  on  the  ground  on  the  same  side  ready 
for  loading,  is  indictable  for  a  public  nuisance,  although  there 
were  room  for  two  carriages  to  pass  on  the  opposite  side  of 
the  street.  The  court  said  that  it  should  be  fully  understood 
that  the  defendant  could  not  legally  carry  on  any  part  of  his 
business  in  the  public  street  to  the  annoyance  of  the  public ; 
that  the  primary  object  of  the  street  was  the  free  passage  of 
the  public,  and  anything  which  impeded  that  free  passage, 
without  necessity,  was  a  nuisance;  that  if  the  nature  of  die 
defendant's  business  was  such  as  to  require  the  loading  acnd 
unloading  of  so  many  more  of  his  wagons  than  could  conven- 
iently be  contained  within  his  own  private  premises,  he  must 
either  enlarge  his  premises  or  remove  his  business  to  some 
more  convenient  spot  {See  Trenor  agt.  Jackaony  15  Alb, 
[iV^.  5.],  126 ;  Taylor* %  Landlord  and  Tenant,  193,  and  cases 
there  died). 

Ko  doubt  the  skids  used  by  the  defendant  are  a  convenience 
to  him,  but  extending  from  a  wagon  at  the  curb  aci'oss  the 
sidewalk  they  are  a  great  inoonveuience  to  the  public  and  the 
plaintifb.  The  defendants  admit  (and  I  have  so  found)  that 
the  plaintiffs  have  sustained  private  injury,  and  for  this  reason, 
if  for  no  other,  they  are  entitled  to  an  injunction  restraining 
the  defendant  from  using  the  skids  {Trenor  agt.  Jackson,  15 
Atb.  [N.  S.]j  126,  and  oeises  there  cited). 

Judgment  is  ordered  for  the  plaintiffs,  with  costs. 
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CITY  COURT  OF  NEW  YOEK. 
Henbt  p.  L0NDH91M  et  oL.  agt.  C(Jmbebla.nd  G.  Whitb  ei  al. 

Supplementary  proceedings — Receiver — Stock  Exehanffe  membership — Seats 
in  Stock  Exchange  properly  and  subject  to  payment  of  debts. 

A  seat  or  membership  in  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange  is  valuable  prop- 
erty and  subject  to  the  payment  of  debts. 

Although  a  receiver  cannot,  under  the  rules  of  the  Stock  Exchange,  take 
an  assignment  of  such  seat  or  membership,  the  court  has  power  to  direct 
an  assignment  to  a  person  other  than  the  receiver,  qualified  under  such 
rules  to  hold  it  All  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  Stock  Exchange  in 
such  seat  or  membership  are  fixed  and  determined  and  cannot  be 
divested  or  infringed  by  any  order  of  the  court,  therefore  the  Stock 
Exchange  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  a  proceeding  to  compel  a  transfer.. 

Special  Termy  Februaryy  1884. 

Motion  on  behalf  of  Samuel  B.  Hamburger,  receiver  in 
Bupplemeutarj  proceedings,  to  compel  Cumberland  G.  White, 
one  of  the  defendants  and  judgment  debtors,  to  transfer  to 
said  receiver  his  seat  or  membership  in  the  New  York  Stock: 
Exchange,  and  for  such  other  relief  as  may  be  just.. 

Jonas  H.  Ooodnum^  for  receiver. 

Joseph  UUman^  for  plaintiff. 

Charles  R.  Reed^  for  judgment  debtor. 

Hall,  J,  — Upon  this  motion  there  is  no  question  raised  as 
to  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  or  the  appointment  and 
qualification  of  the  receiver.  And  it  appears  from  the  exam- 
ination and  is  admitted  that  Cumberland  G.  White  is  the 
owner  of  a  seat,  or  membership,  in  the  New  York  Stock 
Exchange.    The  objections  urged  to  the  motion  are : 

First  That  a  judge  has  no  power  to  order  a  judgment 
debtor  by  an  ex  parte  order  to  execute  such  assignment. 

Second,  That  a  receiver  cannot  take  an  assignment  of  a  seat 
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or  membership  in  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange,  as  he  is  not 
a  member,  or  member  elect,  of  such  exchange. 

Third,  That  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange  has  an  interest 
in  all  seats  or  memberships,  and  hence  is  a  necessary  party  to 
any  proceeding  to  transfer  the  same. 

And  it  is  also  claimed,  incidentally  that  the  seat  or  member- 
ship in  said  exchange  is  incorporeal  and  not  capable  of  transfer 
by  assignment  and  is  merely  a  personal  privilege. 

It  is  sufficient  to  say  in  regard  to  the  first  point  that  tho 
ex  parte  order  directing  the  transfer  is  only  in  the  alternative, 
requiring  the  judgment  debtor  to  execute  an  assignment  or  to 
show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  required  to  do  so ;  he  lias 
not  executed  the  assignment  and  now  appeal's  to  show  cause. 
In  fact,  the  order  to  show  cause  is  equivalent  only  to  a  notice 
of  motion  to  compel  the  transfer,  and,  if  necessary,  the  direc- 
tion contained  in  it  may  be  treated  as  mere  surplusage,  which 
has  not  in  any  manner  injured  or  prejudiced  the  judgment 
debtor. 

It  must  be  conceded,  I  think,  in  the  light  of  all  the  decisions, 
that  a  geat  or  membership  in  the  Stock  Exchange  is  property, 
and  should  be  applied  in  the  same  manner  as  other  property 
of  a  debtor  to  the  payment  of  his  debts.  It  may  be  sur- 
rounded and  clogged  with  conditions  and  restrictions,  but  still 
it  is  property  available  for  the  payment  of  debts,  and  can  be 
made  available  for  that  purpose  •  subject  to  and  by  an  obsCTV- 
ance  of  those  restrictions  and  conditions. 

That  the-  membership  is  valuable  is  shown  by  the  fact  that 
the  initiation  fee  is  $10,000,  and  among  all  business  men  it 
has  an  established  and  tangible  value.  It  is  a*  asset  upon 
which  creditors  have  a  right  to  rely  for  payment  of  debts. 
This  question  has  been  passed  upon  so  frequently  by  the 
courts  as  to  make  it  no  longer  doubtful  or  debatable  (Grocers^ 
Bank  agt.  Murphy,  60  Bow.  Pr.,  426 ;  Ritterhand  agt.  Bag- 
geU,  4  Ahh,  N,  C,  67;  V.  S.  Diet.  Courts  Re  Ketcham, 
Daily  Reg,,  February  9,  1880 ;  Powd,  redr,  agt.  Waldron\^ 
89  N.  F.,  328 ;  PUtt  agt.  Joiies,  Supr,  Ct.^  Oen.  Tenn,  MS. 
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opin,).  I  quote  a  single  sentence  from  the  opinion  of  Beach,  J., 
in  Grocers*  Bank  agt.  Murphy  {svj^a).  He  says,  in  reference 
to  the  contention  of  counsel  that  a  seat  in  an  exchange  is  not 
tangible  property  and  cannot  be  reached  by  creditors :  "  If 
such  a  result  may  be  attained,  the  efforts  of  an  active  imagin- 
ation cannot  circumscribe  the  associations  human  ingenuity 
will  produce  to  thus  transmute  veritable  assets  into  intangible 
and  yet  most  substantial  and  valuable  shadows. 

The  second  point  raised  on  behalf  of  the  judgment  debtor 
is  that 'the  receiver  not  being  a  member  or  member  elect  of 
the  Stock  Exchange  cannot  under  the  rules  of  the  exchange 
take  an  assignment  of  the  seat  or  privilege. 

It  is  true,  as  claimed  by  counsel,  that  the  New  York  Stock 
Exchange  is  a  voluntary  association,  and  that  its  seats  or 
memberships  are  governed  and  restricted  by  certain  rules  and 
by-laws  adopted  by  the  exchange,  and  only  in  accordance  with 
those  rules  and  restrictions  can  a  transfer  of  such  membership 
be  made  so  as  to  be  available  to  the  transferee.  I  have 
examined  the  constitution  and  by-laws  of  the  New  York 
Stock  Exchange,  and  I  find  the  following  in  regard  to  trans- 
fers of  memberships : 

"  Any  member  shall  have  the  right  to  transfer  his  member- 
ship under  the  provisions  of  the  following  sections  : 

^'Section  1.  When  any  member  wishes  to  transfer  his 
membership,  the  name  of  the  proposed  transferee  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  committee  on  admissions,  and  on  approval 
of  two-thirds  of  said  committee  the  transfer  may  be  made, 
provided  the  member  transferred  has  no  unsettled  contracts." 

"Sec.  3.  In  no  case  shall  any  transfer  of  membership  be 
permitted  until  all  dues  to  the  Stock  Exchange  shall  have 
been  paid  in  full,  said  dues  being  hereby  declared  a  prior  lien 
upon  the  proceeds,  to  be  satisfied  in  full  before  any  distribu- 
tion thereof  shall  be  made." 

It  may  be  said,  in  general  terms,  that  all  property  of  the 
judgment  debtor  not  exempt  by  law  passes  to  the  receiver, 
upon  his  appointment  and  qualification  and  upon  demand,  and 
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npon  a  refusal  to  deliver  such  property  to  the  receiver  he  may 
compel  such  delivery  by  motion  or  action.  The  property  which 
the  judgment  debtor  had  in  the  membership  in  the  Stock 
Exchange  passed  to  the  receiver,  and  he  now  seeks  the  aid  of  the 
court  in  order  to  render  such  property  available  for  the  payment 
of  debts.  The  objection  that  the  transfer  cannot  be  made  direct 
to  the  receiver  is,  it  seems  to  me,  one  of  form  rather  than  sub- 
stance, but  if  it  were  necessary  I  have  no  doubt  of  the  power 
of  the  court  to  direct  a  transfer  to  the  receiver,  and  that  he 
might  hold  it  as  trustee  for  creditors  and  give  a  valid,  assign- 
ment of  it  to  any  one  qualified  to  exei*cise  its  privileges. 
Such  a  course  might,  however,  raise  doubts  and  compel  litiga- 
tion to  settle  the  questions,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is 
no  need  of  any  such  circumlocution.  The  motion  is  for  a 
transfer  to  the  receiver,  "  or  such  other  or  further  relief  as 
may  be  just  and  equitable."  T  think  this  prayer  for  relief  is 
broad  enough  to  comprehend  and  include  thie  transfer  to  a 
person  other  than  the  receiver,  who  may  be  qualified  under 
the  rules  of  the  exchange.  This  view  is  sustained  and  borne 
out  by  all  the  authorities  which  I  have  been  able  to  discover. 

Powel^  receiver^  agt.  Waidron  {supra)  was  an  action  by  a 
receiver  in  supplementary  proceedings  to  compel  the  transfer 
to  him  of  a  membership  in  the  Cotton 'Exchange  which  had 
been  hypothecated  by  the  judgment  debtor  to  defendant. 
Finch,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says  :  "  Being 
property,  it  passed  to  the  receiver  in  supplementary  proceed- 
ings, subject  to  the  lien  or  right  of  defendants."  "  Whether 
he  could  make  it  available,  or  in  what  manner  convert  it  into 
money,  or  how  it  might  prove  to  be  incumbered  under  the 
rules  of  the  exchange,  are  after  questions,  in  which  defend- 
ants have  no  present  interest." 

Grocers^  Bank  agt.  Murphy  («wpm),. Beach,  J.,  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  says,  in  regard  to  the  manner  in 
which  the  membership  may  be  transferred  and  made  avail- 
able: "Probably  an  order  appointing  a  receiver,  containing 
directions  for  the  judgment  debtor  to  do  whatever  may  bo 
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deemed  needful  to  transfer  the  seat  under  the  rules  of  the 
exchange,  would  accomplish  the  result  sought.  The  right  exisi- 
ing,  the  law  is  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  its  enforcement." 

In  Hitteriand  agt.  Baggett  (supra),  Spibb,  J.,  delivering 
the  opinion,  at  special  term,  says :  ^'  The  question  being  set- 
tled that  the  seat  is  property  of  v^ue,  I  think  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  court  to  enforce,  its  transfer  for  plaintiff's  benefit  in 
this  action,  either  to  a  receiver  or  to  a  third  person  qualified 
to  work  out  the  designs  of  the  law.  By  a  by-law  of  the 
exchange  this  property  cannot  be  assigned  to  any  one  but 
members ;  it  cannot,  therefore,  be  assigned  to  the  receiver,  as 
he  is  neither  a  member  or  a  member  elect.  If  this  property 
cannot  be  reached  by  a  receiver,  by  reason  of  the  restrictions 
placed  upon  its  transfer  by  a  by-law  of  the  Cotton  Exchange, 
then  to  this  extent  the  object  and  intent  of  the  Code  becomes 
not  only  a  dead  letter,  but  lifeless  in  spirit.  These  restric- 
tions do  not,  however,  form  an  insurmountable  obstacle.  But 
if  an  assignment  is  necessary,  I'do  not  question  the  power  of 
the  court  to  direct  it  to  be  done.  It  is  not  an  indispensable 
requisite  that  such  assignment  be  made  direct  to  the  receiver ; 
it  may  be  made  to  a  purchaser  from  him  who  is  a  member  or 
member  elect." 

In  re  Ketcham,  a  bankrupt  {supra),  which  came  before 
judge  Choatb  upon  a  motion  to  compel  a  banknipt  to  assign 
to  his  assignee,  or  to  such  person  as  the  assignee  might  procure 
as  purchaser,  a  seat  in  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange,  and 
after  a  review  of  the  authorities  holding  that  such  a  seat  was 
property,  and  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the 
bankrupt,  judge  Choate  says,  in  regard  to  the  manner  of 
transferring  it,  and  making  it  available  for  the  payment  of 
debts,  &c. :  "  Whatever  it  may  be  necessary  for  the  bankrupt 
to  do  to  make  the  right  available  to  the  assignee,  he  will  be 
required  to  do.  There  is  no  difficulty  in  eflEecting  a  transfer 
of  this  right  or  interest  for  a  pecuniary  consideration,  subject 
to  tlie  condition  that  the  debts  of  the  present  holder  to 
members  are  first  paid.    I  see  nothing  in  the  rules  of  the 
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exchange  which  renders  it  impossible  for  the  seat  to  be  dis- 
posed of  by  the  assignee,  with  the  co-operation  of  the  bankrupt, 
subject  to  the  condition  above  named.  The  peculiarities 
which  distinguish  this  from  other  property  are,  in  view  of  the 
evident  purpose  and  scope  of  the  bankrupt  law,  unessential, 
mere  technical  cobwebs  which  the  law  is  strong  enough  to 
break  through." 

The  last  three  cases  are  cited  and  approved  in  Powd  agt. 
WaMron  (89  N.  JT.,  supra).  The  case  of  Piatt  agt.  Jones 
i.s  not  in  point  upon  this  branch  of  the  case,  but  will  be 
referred  to  hereafter.  The  only  remaining  question  then  is, 
Cim  the  order  be  made  in  this  proceeding  in  which  the  Stock 
Exchange  is  uot  a  party  ? 

In  order  to  reach  an  intelligent  determination  of  this  ques- 
tion, it  is  necessary  to  inquire  what  rights,  if  any,  the  Stock 
Exchange  has  in  the  seat  or  meml)ership  which  can  in  any 
manner  be  injured  or  infringed  by  such  transfer.  It  has  a 
right  to  refuse  a  transfer  of  the  membership  until  all  contracts 
of  the  present  holder  with  memhers  of  the  exchange  are 
settled,  and  until  all  dues  of  the  present  holder  are  paid. 
And  the  person  to  whom  the  transfer  is  made  in  order  to  avail 
himself  of  the  privileges  of  membership  must  be  approved  by 
two-thirds  of  the  committee  on  admissions. 

The  Stock  Exchange  has  been  served  with  a  copy  of  the 
notice  of  motion  herein,  and  has  notice  of  this  proceeding, 
but  it  does  not  seek  to  intervene  or  assert  any  rights  in  the 
matter,  but  the  judgment  debtoi',  more  tender  of  its  rights 
than  it  is,  raises  the  objection  and  seeks  to  obtain  the  benefit 
of  it,  but  the  exchange  stands  supinely  and  silently  by  without 
seeking  to  interfere,  and  probably  for  the  reason  that  its  rights 
in  the  membership  are  fixed  and  cannot  be  questioned  or 
disturbed. 

Although  the  exchange  is  not  a  pai*ty  to  this  proceeding, 
yet,  if  any  order  necessary  or  proper  to  be  made  herein,  would 
or  could  infringe  or  interfere  with  any  of  its  rights,  it  certainly 
ought  to  be  made  a  party  in  some  manner  more  formal  than 
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by  a  mere  notice  of  a  motion  against  one  of  its  members. 
But  no  order  which  this  court  can  make  can  in  any  manner 
impair  or  interfere  with  the  rights  of  the  (exchange.  The 
membership  is  now  held  under  certain  rules  and  restrictions 
which  are  reasonable,  and  the  membership  carries  with  it 
certain  burdens,  and  any  transferee  of  the  same  must  take  it 
cum  onere  and  subject  to  all  the  rules  which  govern  it  in  the 
hands  of  the  present  owner.  Unless  such  transferee  be  a 
member  elect  of  the  exchange  he  cannot  exercise  or  liave  any 
privilege  under  it,  nor  can  a  transfer  release  the  membership 
from  the  burden  of  settling  all  outstanding  contracts  and  the 
payment  of  all  dues  of  the  present  owner.  It  was  not  even 
suggested  in  any  of  the  cases  cited,  except  Piatt  agt.  Jones^ 
that  the  exchange  was  a  necessary  party  to  a  proceeding  to 
procure  a  transfer  of  such  a  seat  or  membership,  or  that  it 
could  lose  any  rights  by  not  being  made  a  party. 

The  case  of  Piatt  v.  Jones  {mprd)^  in  which  a  manuscript 
opinion  of  Sedwick,  C.  J.,  was  handed  up  by  counsel  for  the 
judgment  debtor,  I  have  examined  very  carefully,  but  do  not 
regard  it  as  containing  any  views  contrary  to  those  herein 
expressed.  It  was  an  action  in  equity,  and  the  decision  is 
that  the  equitable  rights  which  plaintiff  claimed  were  future 
and  contingent,  and  that  the  contingencies  feared  had  not 
arisen.  And  I  find  no  reason  given,  either  in  this  opinion  or 
the  brief  of  defendant's  counsel,  to  show  why  the  Stock 
Exchange  should  have  been  made  a  party  to  this  proceeding. 
I  am  therefore  of  the  opinion : 

1.  That  the  motion  is  regularly  made,  and  the  relief  sought 
is  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  include  a  transfer  of  the 
membership  to  a  person  other  than  the  receiver. 

2.  That  although  the  receiver  cannot  take  an  assignment  of 
the  membership  which  would  entitle  him  to  exercise  its  privi- 
leges, the  judgment  debtor  can  be  compelled  to  assign  it  to  a 
person  qualified  to  hold  it  under  the  rules  of  the  exchange. 

3.  That  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange  ha^  no  inter- 
est in  such   membership   which    can    be   affected    by    any 
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order  to  be  made  hereon,  and  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  this 
proceeding. 

Let  an  order  be  entered  reqairing  and  directing  the  jadg« 
ment  debtor,  Cumberland  G.  White,  within  five  days  after 
service  of  a  copy  of  such  order,  to  execute  any  transfer,  assign- 
ment or  other  instrument  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  vesting 
the  title  of  his  seat  or  membership  in  the  Kew  York  Stock 
Exchange  in  such  person  as  the  receiver  may  procure  to  pur- 
chase the  same  for  a  suitable  price,  and  who  may  be  qualified 
to  hold  the  same  under  the  rules  of  such  exchange,  and  sub* 
ject  to  all  claims  against  the  same  or  the  proceeds  thereof 
existing  at  the  time  of  service  of  the  order  to  show  cause 
under  the  rules  of  such  exchange. 

An  order  may  be  presented  for  settlement  on  one  day's 
notice. 


SUPREME  COURT 


Hbnby  H.  Wilkinson  agt  Edwasd  LmLBwoob  and  others, 
as  executors  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  .John  LmLE- 
wooD,  deceased. 

Chita — When  to  be  aUawed  against anexecuiarin hit represeniaUoe  eapaeitg — 

Codi  of  Gml  Procedure,  eeetiom  1886, 1886. 

Where  a  claim  was  presented  to  J.,  an  attorney  of  an  executor,  and  was 
disputed  and  an  offer  was  made  to  refer  the  same  under  the  statute,  and 
afterwards  plaintiff's  attorneys  served  upon  J.  a  written  notice  directed 
to  him  as  attorney  for  the  executor  renewing  plaintiff's  offer  to  refer 
and  to  appear  before  the  surrogate  at  such  reasonable  time  as  he,  J., 
should  name  to  have  the  reference  agreed  upon  and  perfected,  con- 
cluding as  follows:  "And  you  will  also  take  notice  that  your  omission 
to  appoint  a  time  for  a  meeting  before  the  surrogate  will  be  regarded  as 
a  refusal  to  refer.*'  And  in  response  to  such  notice  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
neys were  served  with  a  written  notice  from  J.  stating,  in  substance, 
that  the  alleged  claim  had  been  withdrawn  by  the  person  who  presented 
it  and  that  there  was  "  no  subject  matter  for  a  reference  and  no  occa- 
sion for  the  choice  of  a  referee: " 
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Held,  that  this  amounted  to  a  refusal  to  refer  and  is  sufficient  to  entitle 
plaintiff  to  costs,  &c.,  unless  the  withdrawal  of  the  claim  as  alleged 
would  prevent  But  the  defendants  having  alleged  such  withdrawal 
should  establish  it  affirmatively. 

The  plaintiff's  attorneys  having  pressed  their  claim  continually,  and 
defendants  having  had  every  opportunity  to  refer  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  they  not  having  taken  steps  to  secure  a  proposed 
reference,  the  plaintiff  having  succeeded  is  entitled  to  recover  his  taxa- 

I  ble  costs  and  disbursements. 

I 
i 

Greene  Cotmty  Special  Terrriy  1884. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  for  allowance  of  costs  after  recovery 
against  the  defendants. 

Haiove7'  dk  Cochrtme^  for  plaintiff  and  motion. 

John  Cadman  and  P.  M.  Jordan^  for  defendants,  opposed. 

OsBOBN,  J,  —  In  October,  1882,  the  plaintiff  caused  to  be 
presented  to  P.  M.  Jordan,  Esq.,  counselor,  &c.,  a  claim  against 
defendants  for  services  alleged  to  have  been  rendered  by  plain- 
tiff for  their  testator.  Subsequently  by  a  writing  bearing  date 
October  12, 1882,  executed  bj  one  of  the  defendants,  addressed 
and  delivered  to  plaintiff,  the  said  claim  was  disputed  and  an 
•  offer  made  to  refer  the  same  under  the  statute,  &c.  Plaintiff 
then  placed  his  claim  in  the  hands  of  his  present  attorneys,  and 
several  interviews  between  them  and  Mr.  Jordan  followed.. 
Thus  far  the  parties  substantially  agree.  It  is  claimed  by 
defendants  that  in  all  of  his  communications  with  plaintiff's 
attorneys  Mr.  Jordan  insisted  that  the  claim  in  suit  had  beeti 
withdrawn  from  the  executors,  while  the  plaintiff  contends 
that  no  such  position  was  taken  by  Mr.  Jordan  at  the  first  and 
second  interviews  between  him  and  plaintiff's  attorneys,  but 
on  both  occasions  they  differed  onlv  as  to  selection  of  a  satis- 
factory referee,  and  the  withdrawal  of  the  claim  was  not 
advanced  by  Mr.  Jordan  until  some  time  afterwards.  But 
the  view  I  have  taken  of  the  matter  renders  it  unnecessary  to 
examine  critically  the  unfortunate  misunderstanding  between 
counsel. 
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On  March  27, 1883,  the  plaintiflE  by  his  attorneys  served  upon 
Mr.  Jordan  a  written  notice,  directed  to  him  as  attorney  for 
defendaots,  renewing  plaintiffs  offer  to  refer,  &c.,  and  to 
appear  before  the  surrogate  at  such  reasonable  time  as  he, 
Jordan,  should  name,  to  have  the  reference  agreed  upon  and 
perfected,  conchiding  as  follows :  "  And  you  will  also  take 
notice  that  your  omission  to  appoint  a  time  for  meeting  before 
the  surrogate  will  be  regarded  as  a  refusal  to  refer." 

On  the  following  day,  in  response  to  such  notice,  the 
plaintiffs  attorneys  were  served  with  a  written  notice  from 
Mr.  Jordan,  stating  in  substance  that  the  alleged  claim  had 
been  withdrawn  by  the  person  who  presented  it,  and  that 
there  was  "  no  subject  matter  for  a  reference  and  no  occasion 
for  the  choice  of  a  referee."  This,  in  my  judgment,  amounted 
to  a  refusal  to  refer,  and  is  suflScient  to  entitle  plaintiff  to 
costs,  &c.,  unless  possibly  the  withdrawal  of  the  claim  as 
alleged  would  prevent.  But  the  defendants  having  alleged 
such  withdrawal  should  establish  it  aflSrmatively.  It  is 
insisted  by  defendants  that  Mr.  Stupplebeen  who  presented 
the  claim  withdrew  it  a  few  days  afterwards,  but  Mr.  Stupple- 
been swears  positively  that  he  never  withdrew  it.  The  plain- 
tiff himself  swears  that  he  never  withdrew  it  nor  authorized 
any  person  to  do  so  for  him.  Such  denials  meet  defendants 
allegations  of  a  withdrawal  sufficiently  upon  the  papers  sub- 
mitted, and  hence  I  am  unable  to  find  that  defendants  have 
established  that  fact  affirmatively. 

It  is  urged  that  there  is  no  proof  that  Mr.  Jordan  was 
authorized  to  act  for  the  executors  in  referring  this  claim.  It 
was  presented  to  him,  and  such  presentation  ratified  by  the 
executors  in  their  subsequent  rejection  and  offer  to  refer.  I 
think  that  such  ratification,  together  with  other  evidence  in 
the  case  of  Mr.  Jordan's  authority  as  attorney  and  counsel  for 
defendants,  was  sufficient  to  lead  plaintiff  and  his  attorneys  to 
deal  with  Mr.  Jordan  in  the  matter,  and  thereby  bind  the 
defendants  for  the  purpose  of  this  motion  at  least  {See  Russell 
agt.  Lane^  1  Barb,^  525,  526). 
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Plaintiff's  attorneys  seem  to  have  pressed  this  claim  con- 
tinually, and  defendants  had  every  opportunity  to  refer 
before  the  commencement  of  this  action.  They  did  not  take 
steps  to  secure  a  proposed  reference,  and  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  plaintiff  having  succeeded  herein  ought  to  recover  his 
taxable  costs  and  disburaements. 

An  order  accordingly  may  be  entered,  with  ten  dollars 
costs  of  motion. 


SCJPREME  COURT. 

Thb  Peoplb  €x  rel.  The  Albany  and  Gbbenbush  Bbtdgb 
Company  agt.  William  J.  Weaver  and  others.  The 
BoABD  OF  AssEssoBS  OF  THE  CiFY  OF  Albany  and  othcrs. 

Taxes  and  assessments  —  rtUe  wMch  assessors  must  observe  in  valuing  prop- 
erty —  Oa^  to  an  assessment^oU  which  will  render  an  assessment  void. 

Where  the  statutes  provided  that  assessors  in  valuing  property  must 
assess  it  "  at  its  full  and  true  value,  as  they  would  appraise  the  same  in 
payment  of  a  judt  debt  due  from  a  solvent  debtor,"  and  upon  the  com- 
pletion of  their  roll  they  are  required  to  swear  that  they  have  observed 
that  rule  in  the  valuation  of  all  real  estate. 

Where  a  party  seeks  by  certiorari  to  reduce  an  assesMnent  upon  his  prop- 
erty, and  in  return  to  the  writ  the  assessors  do  not  pretend  that  they 
have  obeyed  and  followed  these  provisions  of  the  statutes,  but  they 
declare  that  **  the  valuation  made  by  them  of  the  property  is  just  and 
fair,  and  at  as  fair  a  rate  and  Just  proportion  as  that  of  other  property 
assessed  by  them,  according  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge  and  belief:" 

Heldf  that,  as  they  have  not  certified  to  the  court  that  they  have  followed 
the  statute,  their  judgment  should  have  no  influence  upon  the  decision. 

In  determining  the  value  of  bridge  property  in  the  mode  which  the  statute 
directs,  the  true  criterion  of  such  value  must  be  its  earning  capacity,  not 
its  original  cost. 

Albany  Special  Term,  September,  1884. 
Parker  cfe  CountryTnan,  for  the  relator. 
Henry  Smith,  for  the  respondent. 
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Westbeook,  «7. — The  relator  seeks  by  certiorari  to  reduce 
the  assessment  upon  its  property  located  within  the  city  of 
Albany,  consisting  of  the  westerly  end  of  the  iron  highway 
and  foot  bridge  across  the  Hudson  river,  and  the  westerly 
approach  to  the  bridge,  including  the  gate-house,  ferry  slip, 
&c.  The  original  assessment  fixed  the  valuation  of  the  prop- 
erty at  the  sum  of  $280,000.  Upon  the  applicatk)n  of  the 
I'elator,  the  assessors,  after  a  hearing,  reduced  such  valuation 
to  the  sum  ot  $225,000.  The  relator  claims  that  the  valua- 
tion is  still  excessive,  and  the  case  is  submitted  upon  the 
petition,  the  return,  and  the  evidence  taken  before  the 
assessors. 

The  statutes  of  this  state  are  explicit  and  clear  as  to  the  rule 
which  the  assessors  in  valuing  property  must  observe.  They 
must  assess  it  '^  at  its  full  and  true  value,  as  they  would  appraise 
the  same  in  payment  of  a  just  debt  due  from  a  solvent  debtor  " 
(2  a.  S.  I7th  «?.],  992,  dec.  17) ;  and  upon  the  completion  of 
their  roll  they  are  required  to  swear  that  they  have  observed 
that  rule  in  the  valuation  of  all  real  estate  {Same  voLj  page 
994,  sec.  7).  In  their  return  to  the  writ,  the  assessors  do  not 
pretend  that  they  have  obeyed  and  followed  these  provisions 
of  the  statutes,  but  they  declare  that  ^^  the  valuation  made  by 
them  of  the  property  of  said  bridge  company  is  just  and  fair, 
and  at  as  fair  a  rate  and  just  proportion  as  that  of  other  prop- 
erty assessed  by  them,  according  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge 
and  belief." 

In  Beach  agt.  Hayes  (58  How.^f  17),  the  judge  writing  this 
opinion  held  that  an  oath  to  an- assessment-roll  which  did  not 
follow  the  statute,  and  which  in  substance  stated  a  valuation 
iipon  a  principle  similar  to  that  adopted  by  the  assessors, 
according  to  their  return  in  this  case,  renders  the  assessment 
void.  It  is  not  at  all  important  that  the  assessors  regard  their 
assessment  as  ^'  just  and  fair,"  and  that  it  is  "  at  as  fair  a  rate 
and  just  proportion  as  that  of  other  property,"  the  question 
is:  has  it  been  assessed  at  its  full  and  true  value,  as  they 
would  appraise  the  same  in  payment  of  a  just  debt  due  from 
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a  solvent  debtor  ?  It  does  not  appear  bnt  that  the  assessors 
regarded  some  other  rule  as  ^^  just  and  fair,"  and  it  is  impossi* 
ble  without  information  to  know  what  is  meant  by  the  expres« 
sion  ^^  at  as  fair  a  rate  and  just  proportion  as  that  of  other 
property." 

There  is  no  need,  however,  of  speculation  as  to  their  meaning. 
They  have  not  certified  to  the  court  that  they  have  followed 
the  statute,  and  their  judgment  can  therefore  have  no  influence 
upon  the  decision.  •  In  determining  the  value  of  the  property 
of  the  relator  in  the  mode  which  the  statute  directs,  it  is  an 
evidently  sound  proposition  that  the  true  criterion  of  such 
value  must  be  its  earning  capacity.  A  dwelling-house  or  a 
farm  may  have,  by  reason  of  advantages  of  location  for  beauty 
or  for  health,  or  the  expenditure  thereon  of  large  sums  of 
money  to  gratify  the  taste  or  tc»  conduce  to  the  comfort  of  the 
owner,  a  greater  value  than  its  earning  capacity,  but  property 
of  the  description  of  that  owned  by  the  relator,  built  exclu- 
sively to  earn  money  for  its  owners,  must  be  judged  by  its 
ability  to  accomplish  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  constructed. 
A  creditor  to  whom  a  solvent  debtor  applies  to  pay  a  debt 
by  turning  over  property  of  this  character  would  naturally 
inquire,  "  what  will  it  produce  to  me  ?"  A  rosy  description 
•f  its  future,  based  upon  the  completion  of  other  enterprises 
not  yet  begun,  would  not  be  apt  to  lead  him  from  the  examin- 
ation of  what  it  was  producing  to  its  owner  at  the  time  of  the 
proposed  sale.  To  all  arguments  founded  upon  future  pros- 
pects he  would  be  apt  to  reply,  "all  this  is  conjecture;  if 
other  improvements  are  in  process  of  erection,  that  fact  might 
have  some  weight,  but  so  long  as  they  are  unbegun  and  not 
even  contemplated,  they  can  have  no  influence." 

Precisely  this  argument  applies  to  the  present  case.  The 
bridge  of  the  relator  was  constructed  for  the  purposp  of  a 
railroad  bridge  as  well  as  for  the  purpose  of  accommodat- 
ing foot  passengers  and  carriages.  To  accomplish  the  object 
of  its  construction,  to  wit,  the  accommodation  of  railway 
companies,  the  structure  was  made  very  much  heavier  and 
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Stronger  than  it  would  have  been  made  if  intended  only  for 
use  by  foot  passengers  and  by  carriages  and  wagons.  The 
strength  of  the  structure  added  very  largely  to  its  cost,  but 
unfortunately  for  its  projectors  the  line  of  i-ailroad  which  it 
was  to  accommodate  has  been  abandoned,  and  its  only  use 
up  to  the  present  time  has  been  for  purposes  which  were 
secondary  to  its  main  object.  So  far  as  the  testimony  shows 
there  is  now  in  existence  no  line  of  railroad  which  the  bridge 
would  accommodate,  and  the  construction  of  none  has  as  yet 
been  proposed.  Under  such  circumstances  it  would  be  unjust 
to  base  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  the  relator  upon  its 
actual  cost,  for  such  cost  has  as  yet  added  nothing  to  its  earn- 
ing capacity,  and  whether  or  not  it  will  do  so  in  the  future 
is  as  yet  entirely  problematical. 

If  the  advantage  to  be  attained  in  the  construction  of  the 
bridge,  to  wit,  its  use  by  railroad  corporations,  shall  ever  be 
attained,  it  will  then  be  proper  in  judging  of  the  value  of  the 
structure,  to  take  that  fact  into  consideration,  but  until  such 
event  occurs  a  valuation  based  thereon  is  entirely  speculative, 
and  should  not  and  ought  not  to  control  at  the  present  time.' 
That  in  valuing  the  property  of  the  relator  the  assessors 
should  have  been  largely  controlled  by  the  earning  capacity 
of  the  property  assessed,  is  sound,  is  apparent,  not  only  on 
reason,  but  from  an  express  adjudication  of  this  court  at  the 
general  term  of  this  department  in  People  agt.  Po7id  (13 
Abb,  Jf.  C.J  6),  which  decision  was  followed  and  adopted  by 
myself  in  the  recent  case  of  The  People  on  ths  Relation  of  the 
WallkiU  VdUey  Railroad  Company  agt.  Nathan  Keator 
and  otherSy  Assessors  of  the  Town  of  Rosendale^  and  such 
rule  will  therefore  be  adopted  in  the  present  case  without  any 
further  discussion. 

A  reference  to  the  testimony  given  upon  the  hearing 
before  the  assessors  relating  to  the  cost  of  the  bridge  and  its 
approaches,  and  that  which  shows  the  cost  at  which  the  pro]>- 
erty  could  be  reproduced  at  the  present  time,  shows  that  the 
assessors  in  valuing  such  property  were  governed  by  the  cost 
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of  the  structure  i-ather  tlian  by  its  earning  capacity.  In  so 
doing  they  disregarded  the  adjudication  of  this  court  at  gen©- 
i-al  term,  and  for  tliat  reason  their  judgment  of  value  cannot 
be  upheld. 

The  evidence  given  by  A.  Bleecker  Banks,  the  president  of 
the  relator,  is  entirely  uncontradicted.  In  his  testimony  ho 
gave  the  total  cost  of  the  structure  with  its  approaches,  and 
also  its  gross  and  net  receipts  from  the  opening  on  January 
26,  1SS2,  up  to  and  including  September  30,  18S3.  After 
detailing  the  cost  of  the  structure,  with  its  approaches  and  its 
income,  lie  says:  "That  the  present  true  and  full  value  of 
said  bridge,  including  the  approaches,  as  the  same  vrould  bo 
applied  in  the  payment  of  a  just  debt  from  a  solvent  debtor, 
does  not  exceed,  in  deponent's  judgment,  the  sum  of  §255,000. 

"That  the  center  of  the  channel  of  said  Hudson  river  at 
said  biidge  is  at  the  center  of  the  bridge  proper,  and  where 
the  pivot  pier  is  located,  leaving  only  about  four-tenths  of  tho 
entire  structure,  including  approaches,  within  the  limits  of 
the  city  of  Albany  and  assessable  in  said  Fourth  ward. 

"  That  the  other  six- tenths  of  said  bridge  property  is  assessed 
on  the  opposite  side  of  the  river,  in  the  town  of  Greenbush. 
That  the  present  value  of  said  bridge  and  landed  property 
Ijing  within  the  city  of  Albany  does  not  exceed  $110,000, 
and  the  amount  of  the  assessment  for  said  bridge  and  landed 
property  in  the  Fourth  ward  of  said  city  should,  therefore, 
not  exceed  the  sum  of  $110,000. 

There  was  no  evidence  given  to  the  assessors  which  in  any 
way  was  in  conflict  with  it.  On  the  contrary,  the  evidence 
of  Alfred  P.  Boiler,  the  engineer  under  whose  superintend- 
ence and  plans  the  structure  was  erected,  is  corroborative 
thereof,  and  the  testimony  as  to  its  actual  value  within  the 
city  of  Albany  being  only  $110,000,  is  fully  corroborated  by 
the  evidence  of  the  receipts  from  its  use. 

It  is  true  that  the  evidence  given  by  Mr.  Banks  was  not 
necessarily  controlling  upon  the  assessors.  They  could  still 
exercise  their  owa  judgment,  founded  upon  observation  of 
Vol.  LXVII        61 
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the  property  and  any  reliable  information  as  to  its  earning 
capacity.  There  is,  however,  absolutely  nothing  in  the  return 
from  which  it  can  be  seen  that  they  disi'egarded  the  evidence 
of  Mr.  Banks  because  he  untruly  stated  either  the  cost  or  the 
earnings  of  the  property.  If  they  had  unequivocally  stated  to 
the  court  that  they  had  valued  the  property  as  the  statutes 
directed  them  to  value  it,  their  judgment  would  have  had 
great,  and  perhaps  controlling  weight ;  but  when  they  do  not 
so  state  to  the  court,  but,  on  the  contrary,  declare  "  that  the 
valuation  made  by  them  of  the  property  of  said  bridge  com- 
pany is  just  and  fair,"  without  any  statement  by  them  as  to 
the  rule  adopted  in  arriving  at  a  just  and  fair  valuation,  and 
when  the  court  can  see  from  the  sum  at  which  the  property 
has  been  valued  and  the  cost  of  the  structure  (as  the  court 
can  see  in  this  case)  that  such  valuation  has  been  largely  con- 
trolled by  the  cost,  the  valuation  made  by  them  cannot  bo 
upheld,  and  must  be  reduced  to  the  sum  fixed  by  such  uncon- 
tradicted evidence,  to  wit,  $110,000. 

As  there  is  nothing  shown  to  impeach  the  good  faith  of  the 
assessors,  no  order  charging  them  with  the  costs  of  this  pro- 
ceeding will  be  made. 


•       SUPEEME  COURT. 

The  People  ex  rel.  Clara  Shereer  agt.  Aiitdrew  Walsh, 

police  justice. 

Abandonment —  Certiorari  tlie  proper  mode  of  review  of  decisions  of  magis- 
tratee  in  proceedings  for  abandonmerU — No  appfial  is  given  in  such  pro- 
ceedings  — Code  of  Criminal  Procedure,  section  899  —  Facts  tohicli  are  not 
decisive  of  questions  of  abandonment. 

Certiorari  is  the  proper  mode  of  review  of  the  decision  of  a  magistrate  in 
a  proceeding  against  a  disorderly  person  for  abandoning  his  wife, 
under  section  899  of  the  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure. 

Such  a  proceeding  is  not  a  crimln<U  action  as  defined  in  that  Code,  and 
the  justice  before  whom  it  is  biovght  sits  aa  a  magistrate  and  not  as  a 
court  of  special  sessions.    No  appeal  is  given  in  such  proceedings. 
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On  the  hearing,  the  fact  that  the  wife  left  the  husband's  domicile  is  not 
decisive  of  the  question  of  abandonment,  but  the  wife  may  show  that 
she  had  reasonable  cause  to  leave,  and  if  it  appears  that  it  was  unsafe 
for  her  to  remain  in  the  house  with  him  because  she  was  in  imminent 
danger  of  suffering  personal  violence  at  his  hands,  her  case  is  made  out 
and  it  is  therefore  error  on  the  part  of  the  magistrate  to  exclude  such 
testimony. 

Second  Department^  Oeneral  Terrr^  JuLy^  1884. 
Before  Babnabd,  P.  e/".,  Dtkman  and  Pbatt,  JJ, 

Tus  relator  made  complaint  against  her  husband,  Conrad 
Sherrer,  before  Andrew  Walsh,  a  police  justice  of  Brooklyn, 
under  section  899,  subdivision  1,  of  the  Code  of  Criminal 
Procedure,  charging  him  with  being  a  disorderly  person  in 
having  abandoned  his  wife.  On  the  hearing  it  appeared  in 
evidence  that  the  relator  had  left  her  husband's  house.  She 
oflFered  evidence  to  show  that  her  husdand  had  beaten  her  and 
threatened  her  life,  and  that  she  left  liim  because  of  his 
abuse  and  threats  and  becajise  she  was  in  danger  of  personal 
violence.  This  evidence  was  objected  to  by  the  husband's 
counsel,  on  the  ground  that  if  a  woman  leaves  her  husband's 
house  abandonment  is  at  an  end,  and  her  reasons  for  leaving 
are  irrelevant.  The  justice  sustained  the  objection  and  dis- 
missed the  complaint. 

The  relator  obtained  a  vrit  or  certiorari  to  review  this 
decision.  At  general  term  it  was  strenuously  contended  by 
counsel  for  defendant  that  the  decision  could  only  be  reviewed 
by  appeal.    The  opinion  is  as  follows : 

A^  n.  Dailey  (•/.  Z>.  BelZj  of  counsel)^  for  relator. 

Fisher  c&  Yoliz  {Jesse  Johnson^  of  coimsel),  for  justice 
"Walsh. 

Pratt,  «/!  —  This  is  a  proceeding  by  certiorari  to  review  in 
this  court  the  decision  and  rulings  of  a  police  justice.  The 
decision  and  rulings  brought  to  be  reviewed  were  given  upon 
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a  trial  before  the  justice  upon  a  complaint  made  against  Conrad 
Sclierer  by  hie  wife,  the  relator  herein,  for  abandonment.  The 
justice  refused  to  admit  certain  testimony  offered  on  behalf 
of  this  relator  and  dismissed  the  complaint.  The  charge 
was  made  under  section  899  of  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure 
{mhd,  1)  and  tlie  lirst  question  to  be  disposed  of  is  whether 
the  action  of  tlie  magistrate  can  be  reviewed  by  certiorarL 

By  section  515  of  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure  writs  of 
ceHiorari  in  criminal  actions  as  they  have  heretofore  existed 
are  abolished  and  a  review  had  by  an  a]>peal,  but  this  action 
refers  only  to  criminal  actions  as  defined  in  that  Code.  The 
proceeding  before  the  magistrate  was  not  strictly  a  criminal 
action,  but  was  a  special  proceeding  of  a  criminal  nature 
under  pai-t  6  of  the  Criminal  Code,  title  7.  No  right  of 
appeal  seems  to  be  provided  for  under  this  part  of  the  Crim- 
inal Code,  except  under  title  5 :  "Of  proceedings  respecting 
bastards."  And  hence  section  615  abolishing  writs  of  ceriio' 
rari  does  not  apply  to  part  6,  but  the  law  remains  as  it  existed 
Jbefore  tlie  Criminal  Code. 

Section  615  in  plain  terras  refei*s  only  to  a  judgment  or 
order  in  a  criminal  action  and  not  to  a  special  proceeding  of  a 
criminal  nature.  This  distinction  is  rendered  more  apparent 
by  refeiTing  to  title  2,  part  6  of  the  Criminal  Code,  sections 
950,  951  and  952.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  no  right  of 
appeal  was  given  by  the  Code  to  either  party  in  this  pro- 
ceeding. It  cannot  be  claimed  that  an  appeal  was  authorized 
by  section  749,  which  provides  for  appeals  from  judgments 
rendered  by  a  court  of  special  sessions. 

It  is  true  the  defendant  entitled  the  proceedings  as  in  special 
sessions,  but  that  did  not  affect  the  rights  of  the  parties.  The 
proceedings  were  not  in  a  court  of  special  sessions,  but  were 
before  the  defendant  as  police  justice.  There  is  a  marked 
distinction  between  courts  of  special  sessions  and  courts  held 
by  police  justices  under  special  provisions  of  law  both  in  the 
constitution  and  the  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure  {PeopU  agt. 
TrurrMe^  1  Crim.  liep.^  443).     It  was  also  held  in  People  agt. 
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Burleigh  {same  vol.^  522, 523),  that  were  authority  is  conferred 
upon  a  particular  officer  or  magistrate  giving  to  liim  special 
jurisdiction  in  a  criminal  matter  with  special  directions  as  to 
the  mode  of  procedure,  he  must  be  deemed  to  act  as  an  officer 
and  not  as  a  court  of  special  sessions.  This  principle  is 
decisive  in  this  case. 

Section  399  gave  special  jurisdiction  to  a  police  justice  with 
special  directions  as  to  the  mode  of  procedure,  and  the  justice 
must  be  deemed  to  have  acted  as  an  officer  and  not  as  a  court 
of  special  sessions.  The  writ  of  certiorari  is  tlierefore  a 
proper  remedy  under  which  to  review  the  proceedings. 

We  also  think  the  defendant  erred  in  excluding  testimony 
showing  it  was  unsafe  for  the  wife  to  remain  in  the  house 
with  the  accused.  There  is  no  rule  of  law  requiring  a  wife  to 
remain  under  the  roof  of  a  brute,  in  constant  danger  of  life 
and  limb,  under  pain  of  starvation.  It  was,  therefore,  com- 
petent for  the  relator  to  show  that  she  had  reasonable  cause  to 
leave  the  house  where  she  was  in  imminent  danger  of  suffer- 
ing personal  violence  at  the  hands  of  her  husband.  If  this 
testimony  had  been  received,  the  offense  of  which  the  accused 
was  charged  would  have  been  clearly  made  out  under  the 
statute.  This  statute  has  been  under  the  consideration  of  this 
court  since  its  amendment  and  its  provisions  fully  discussed 
{People  agt.  Naeher,  1  Crim.  Eep.^  513). 

The  decision  of  the  police  justice  must  be  vacated  and  set 
aside,  without  costs. 

Bahnabd,  p.  J.,  and  Dykman,  J.,  concur. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

George  F.  Vietor  et  al.j  respondents,  agt.  Moses  Henledt 

et  (U.,  appellants. 

TTiLLiAM  E.  IsELiN  et  cU,y  respondents,  agt.  Moses  Hrnlein 

et  al.,  appellants. 

Emil  Oelberman  et  aL,  respondents,  agt.  Moses  IIenlkin 

et  al.y  appellants. 

Attaehments — Affidavits  of  fraud  which  are  iruuffident  to  sustain  an  aUach^ 
ment — Ae($  which  would  not  amount  to  fraud. 

Where  the  affidavits  upon  which  attachments  were  granted  failed  to  show 
affirmatively  that  the  debts  upon  which  the  suits  were  brought,  and  for 
which  the  attachments  were  issued,  were  due  at  the  time  of  the  com. 
mencement  of  the  suits  and  of  the  issuing  of  the  attachments,  but  it 
appeared  that  the  general  terms  of  the  sale  of  goods  by  plaintiffs  to 
customers  were  "  five  per  cent  off,  cash  in  thirty  days,  or  two  per  cent 
by  customers  giving  their  note  at  four  months  in  settlement  of  the 
bills,"  and  the  notes  had  not  been  given  by  defendants: 

Held,  that  the  failure  to  pay  cash  in  thirty  days  would  not  have  the  effect 
to  make  the  debts  due  at  that  time,  but  would  operate  as  an  election  on 
the  part  of  the  buyers  to  take  the  credit  of  four  months,  and  mere  neg- 
lect to  give  the  notes,  without  refusal  of  application  for  them,  would 
not  give  the  right  to  immediate  action. 

A  memorandum,  as  part  of  the  bills  of  sale  showing  that  the  sales  were 
at  four  months,  should  control  on  the  question  of  terms  instead  of  the 
usage  of  plaintiffs  or  entries  in  their  books  of  sale. 

Where  it  was  claimed  that  debts  for  goods  sold  on  credit  had  become 
presently  due  because  the  sales  were  procured  on  frandulent  rcpresenta* 
tions,  and  the  only  representations  alleged  were  those  made  to  sellers  by 
mercantile  agencies  of  statements  made  to  these  agencies  by  defendants  . 
as  to  their  condition  generally: 

Held,  tnat  it  must  be  clearly  shown  that  the  accused  buyer  made  these 
statements  to  the  agency  with  fraudulent  intent  to  use  such  agency  as 
an  instrument  in  accomplishing  a  fraud  upon  his  vendor  or  some  other 
seller. 

The  payment  shortly  before  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
and  in  contemplation  of  it,  of  a  debt  to  a  former  partner,  if  actual  and 
honest  would  be  no  fraud  ^r  w,  nor  would  the  drawing  out  by  defend- 
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ants,  respectively,  considerable  sums  of  money  from  the  firm  before 
the  assignment  and  in  contemplation  of  it,  if  dono  under  a  mistake  as 
to  their  rights  and  not  with  intent  to  defraud  creditors,  or  with  a  design 
to  conceal  property  with  the  purpose  of  defrauding  them,  be  such  a 
fraudulent  disposition  of  property  as  to  entitle  a  simple  creditor  to 
attachment  under  the  provisions  of  the  Code. 

jFii^st  Department,  General  Tenn,  October,  1884. 

Be/ore  Davis,  P.  J.,  Brady  and  Daniels,  JJ. 

Appeals  from  orders  of  special  term  denying  motions  to 
Tacate  attachments. 

JSlumensteil  cfe  Ilirsch,  for  appellants. 

.Jaine%  Dunn,  for  respondents. 

Davis,  P.  J.  —  The.  aflSdavits  in  these  several  cases  are  all 
of  the  same  pattern,  cliange  of  names  and  amounts  being 
made.  They  fail  to  show  affirmatively  that  the  debts  upon 
which  the  suits  were  brouglit,  and  for  which  the  attacliments 
were  issued,  were  duo  at  the  time  of  tlie  commencement  of 
the  suits  and  of  the  issuing  of  the  attacliments.  On  this 
ground  the  several  motions  to  vacate  the  attachment  were 
granted,  but  before  any  order  was  entered  on  the  decision  the 
plaintiffs  on  further  affidavits  applied  for  a  reargument  of 
the  motions,  which  was  granted,  and  on  such  reargument  the 
motions  to  vacate  were  denied.  From  the  ordei^s  entered  on 
this  decision  these  appeals  are  taken.  It  is  insisted  by  the 
respondents  that  the  decision  of  the  special  term  was  correct 
on  two  grounds : 

First,  That  the  several  debts  were  due  because  the  terms 
of  the  sales  of  the  goods  for  the  purchase  of  which  they  were 
contracted  were,  "  five  per  cent  off,  cash  in  tliirty  days ;  or 
two  per  cent  off,  by  defendants  giving  their  note  to  their  own 
order  at  four  months  in  settlement  of  the  bills,"  and  that  the 
notes  not  having  been  given,  the  debts  became  due  at  the 
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expiration  of  the  thirty  days.  These  were  the  general  terras 
of  sales  of  goods  by  the  several  plaintiffs  to  their  cnstouiers, 
as  appear  by  their  'Herm  books."  But  tlieso  terms,  if  appli- 
cable to  these  particular  debts,  gave  an  option  to  tiie  buyer  to 
secure  five  per  cent  discount  by  paying  cash  in  thirty  days, 
in  default  of  doing  which  they  were  to  give  their  notes  at 
four  months  and  Jiave  a  discount  of  two  per  cent  only.  The 
failure  to  pay  cash  in  thirty  dfiys  would  not  have  the  effect 
to  make  the  debts  due  at  the  end  of  that  time,  but  would 
operate  as  an  election  on  the  part  of  the  buyers  to  take  the 
credit  of  four  months  and  a  discount  of  two  per  cent.  If  on 
requirement  they  should  refuse  after  tlie  thirty  days  expired 
to  give  tlie  notes,  that  refusal  might  then  operate  to  make 
the  debt  due  and  suable  presently  for  a  breach  of  the  condi- 
tion which  requires  the  notes  to  be  given.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  case  to  show  that  the  defendants  refused  to  give  notes 
or  were  asked  to  do  so,  and  mere  neglect,  without  refusal  of 
any  application  for  the  notes,  can  hardly  be  said  to  give  a 
right  of  immediate  action,  but  in  this  case  the  bills  of  sale 
show  that  the  sales  were  at  four  months,  two  per  cent  off. 
A  memorandum  to  that  effect  is  made  by  plaintiffs  upon  the 
bills,  and  that  memorandum,  as  part  of  the  bills  of  sale,  is  to 
control  on  the  question  of  terms  instead  of  tlie  usage  of 
plaintiffs  or  entries  in  their  books  of  sale.  "VVe  think  the 
plaintiffs  fail  to  show  that  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  of 
sale  a  right  of  action  had  accrued  in  either  of  the  cases. 

The  second  ground  is,  that  the  debts  for  the  goods  sold 
were  presently  due,  because  the  sales  were  procured  by  fraudu- 
lent representations.  No  such  fraudulent  representations  are 
claimed  to  have  been  made  to  the  plaintiffs  at  the  time  of  the 
purchase  to  induce  the  sales,  but  it  is  claimed  that  misrepre- 
sentations were  made  to  mercantile  agencies,  who  furnished 
the  same  to  the  several  plaintiffs,  and  they  acted,  in  dealing 
with  defendants,  on  the  credit  of  such  statements.  The 
defendants  appeared  to  have  been  for  a  long  time  in  business 
with  an  established  credit.     The  mercantile  agencies  from 
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time  to  time  had  entered  in  their  books  what  are  said  to  be 
statements  substantially  made  by  the  defendants  as  to  their 
capital,  stock  on  hand  and  condition  generally,  and  these 
statements  were  funiished  by  the  agencies  to  the  plain- 
tiffs as  their  customers.  The  affidavits  on  the  part  of  tlie 
defendants  show,  or  tend  to  show,  that  the  alleged  statements 
were  not  made  as  reported  by  the  agencies,  but  that  portions 
of  them  as  made  were  materially  different  from  the  mercantile 
reports.  On  looking  through  the  affidavits,  it  is  quite  apparent 
that  this  ground  for  claiming  the  maturity  of  the  debts  is  an 
afterthought,  not  relied  upon  on  the  first  motion,  but  growing 
out  of  an  intimation  in  the  opinion  of  tlie  court  granting  the 
motions  to  the  effect  that  frand  in  contracting  the  debts  might 
bo  shown  upon  the  trial  to  establish  that  they  were  due  when 
the  suits  were  brought.  We  are  not  satisfied  by  the  affidavits 
that  any  such  alleged  fraud  was  committed  to  accomplish  the 
pur|)osc  in  view.  The  plaintiff  should  be  held  to  show  in  sub- 
stance that  the  goods  were  obtained  on  credit  on  false  pretenses, 
otherwise  every  merchant  who  buys  a  bill  of  goods  is  at  the 
mercy  of  the  mercantile  agencies  and  liable  to  immediate 
suit,  arrest  and  imprisonment  for  discrepancies  which  appear 
between  the  agency  reports  and  his  real  condition.  Where 
the  only  representations  made  are  those  furnished  to  sellers 
by  the  agencies,  it  must  be  clearly  shown  that  the  accused 
buyer  made  these  statements  to  the  agency  with  fraudulent 
intent  to  use  such  agency  as  an  instrument  in  accomplishing 
a  fraud  upon  his  vendor  or  some  other  dealer.  In  this  case 
that  fact  is  not  so  clearly  disclosed  as  to  justify  us  in  saying 
that  a  fraud  was  perpetrated  through  the  medium  of  the 
agencies  of  a  character  sufficient  to  justify  proceedings  there- 
for, either  criminal  or  civil. 

The  question  whether  the  evidence  shows  a  fraudulent  dis- 
position of  the  property  of  the  defendant  sufficient  to  justify 
an  attachment  is  a  secondary  one.  The  defendants  made  an 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  their  creditors.  Within  a  few 
weeks  before  making  the  assignment  they,  in  contemplation 
Vol.  LXVII        62 


iOa  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Vietor  et  al.  agt.  Ilenlein  ei  al, 

of  it,  paid-  oflE  a  considerable  indebtedness  owing  to  a  former 
partner,  who  had  some  years  previously  retired  from  the  firm, 
leaving  his  liquidated  capital  and  profits  in  the  business  as  a 
loan  to  the  new  firm,  subject  to  call.  The  payment  of  such 
a  debt,  if  actual  and  honest,  would  be  no  fraud  per  se.  It  in 
that  case  would  be  as  much  a  debt  of  the  firm  as  any  other 
for  borrowed  money ;  and,  being  due  presently,  could  be  either 
paid  or  preferred,  if  genuine,  at  the  option  of  the  debtors. 

The  defendants  also,  in  contemplation  of  an  assignment, 
and  within  a  few  preceding  weeks,  drew  out,  respectively, 
from  the  firm  certain  sums  of  money  to  meet  their  individual 
debts  then  owing  for  expenses  of  living  already  accrued,  and 
to  provide  funds  for  the  support  of  their  families  for  a  few 
months,  until  they  could  settle  their  affairs  and  resume  busi- 
ness in  some  form.  Whether  this  transaction  would  evade 
the  assignment  when  assailed  by  creditors  is  one  question ; 
whether  it  is  such  an  actual  fraudulent  disposition  of  property 
as  entitled  creditor  to  proceed  by  attachment  or  warrant  of 
aiTest  is  quite  another.  The  latter  question  would  depend 
largely  upon  the  intent  or  good  faith  of  the  debtor,  whether 
ho  acted  upon  advice  or  belief  of  legal  right  to  make  such 
a  withdrawal  to  meet  the  exigencies  of  his  family,  with  no 
intent  to  defraud  creditors  or  with  a  design  to  conceal  property 
with  the  purpose  of  defrauding  them.  In  this  case  the  defend- 
ants stated  frankly  and  fully  to  the  creditors  what  they  had 
done,  and  seem  to  have  concealed  nothing  in  that  regai'd. 
The  act  was  a  mistake  as  to  their  rights,  and  doubtless  an 
illegal  one,  but,  as  shown  by  the  aflSdavits  in  this  case,  we 
think  it  was  not  such  a  fraudulent  disposition  of  property  as 
entitled  a  simple  creditor  to  attachment  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Code. 

We  think  the  motions  to  vacate  the  attachments  should  have 
been  granted,  the  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed,  and 
the  motions  to  vacate  gi'anted,  with  the  usual  costs  and  dis- 
bursements of  appeal  and  the  one  motion  in  the  court  below. 
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SUPREME  COUET. 

The  Pboplb  of  the  State  of  New  York  ex  rel.  James  S. 
T.  Stranahan,  acting  president  of  the  board  of  trustees  of 
the  New  York  and  Brooklyn  Bridge,  agt.  IIubert  O. 
Thompson,  as  commissioner  of  the  department  of  public 
works  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  John  D. 
Crimmins  and  others,  composing  the  department  of  parks 
of  the  city  of  New  York, 

Neto  York  (city  of)  —  ^ew  York  and  BrooMyn  bridge  —  Right  of,  to  stretch 
platform  over  Chatham  and  Centre  greets  and  to  erect  piUars  in  said  streets 
to  support  saine  —  Mandamus — When  will  issue  to  compel  commissioner  of 
public  works  to  grant  permit  to  bridge  company  to  enter  upon  such  streets 
and  take  up  pavements,  etc. —  Terminus  of  bridge  —  Maps  fUedfrom  time 
to  time  does  not  affect. 

The  authority  to  locate  a  railroad  or  other  structure  at  a  certain  place 
docs  not  limit  the  location  to  the  extreme  bounds  of  that  place,  but 
carries  with  it  the  authority  to  locate  the  same  within  such  bounds. 

On  a  motion  for  a  peremptory  tn^xndamus  to  the  commissioner  of  public 
works  and  the  department  of  parks  "commanding  them  forthwith  to 
issue  and  deliver  to  the  board  of  trustees  of  the  New  York  and 
Brooklyn  bridge,  a  permit  to  enter  upon  Chatham  and  Centre  streets 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  near  the  Hall  of  Records,  and  take  up  the 
pavements  of  said  streets,  and  lay  foundations  for  and  erect  thereupon 
the  structure  proposed  by  the  said  trustees  to  complete  the  said  bridge, 
as  shown  on  a  map  filed  by  said  trustees  in  the  register's  office  in  New 
York  city,  on  the  10th  of  April,  1884;  there  wore  two  other  maps  filed, 
one  in  1874  and  one  in  1877: 

Heldf  first,  that  the  bridge  trustees  have  the  legal  right  to  do  precisely  what 
they  propose  to  do,  as  indicated  by  the  map  of  1884  (i.  e.,  to  occupy 
Chatham  and  Centre  streets),  and  that  they  are  not  precluded  by  the 
filing  of  the  maps  of  1874  and  1877,  from  erecting  such  a  structure  as 
is  shown  on  the  map  or  diagram  filed  in  1884.  The  maps  filed  from 
time  to  time  do  not  and  could  not  affect  the  termini. 

Second.  The  location  of  the  New  York  terminus  at  the  west  side  of 
Centre  street  is  authorized. 

Third.  That  the  provisions  of   the  act  which  declare  that    the  said 

bridge  "shall  not  obstruct  any  street  which  it  shall  cross,  but  that  such 

street  shall  be  spanned  by  a  suitable  arch  or  suspended  platform  as 

shall  give  suitable  height  for  the  passage  under  the  same,  for  oU  pur- 
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poses  of  public  travel  and  triinsportation,"  does  not  refer  to  tho 
approach  to,  or  the  terminus  of.  the  bridge. 
Fourth.  That  as  it  is  the  legixl  right  of  the  trustees  lo  enter  upon  the  per- 
formance of  the  work  contemplated  by  them,  it  is  the  public  duty  of 
the  commissioner  of  public  works  and  the  park  commissioners  to  issue 
the  permits  asked  for  and  to  license  the  excavations  which  are  necessary 
to  enable  the  former  to  prosecute  their  work,  and  a  inaiida/nua  is  llio 
proper  remedy  to  compel  them  so  to  do. 

Special  Term,  Octoler,  ISSi. 

Bergen  <&  Dyhnan,  attorneys  for  relators. 

Aaron  «7.  Vanderpod  and  William  N.  Dyhnan^  of  coanseL 

E,  II.  Lacomhc^  counsel  to  the  corporation. 

Jtf.m€8  C.  Carter^  counsel  for  respondents. 

Lawrexck,  J. —  This  is  a  motion  for  a  peremptory  maTi^ 
datnus  to  the  commissioner  of  public  works  and  the  depart- 
ment of  parks,  "commanding  them  forthwith  to  issue  and 
deliver  to  the  board  of  trustees  of  the  Xew  York  and  Brooklyn 
bridge  a  permit  to  enter  upon  Chatham  and  Cycntre  streets  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  near  the  Hall  of  Records,  and  take  up 
the  pavement  of  the  said  streets,  and  lay  foundations  for  and 
erect  thereupon  the  structure  proposed  by  the  said  trustees  to 
complete  the  said  bridge,  as  shown  on  a  map  filed  by  said 
trustees  in  the  register's  office  in  New  York  city,  on  the  10th 
of  April,  18S4,"  &c. 

The  act  entitled  "An  act  to  incorporate  the  New  York 
Bridge  Company  for  the  pui*pose  of  constructing  and  main- 
taining a  bridge  over  the  East  river,  between  the  cities  of 
New  York  and  Brooklyn,  passed  April  10, 18G7,"  provides  in 
its  tenth  section,  as  follows :  "  The  said  bridge  shall  commence 
at  or  near  the  junction  of  Main  and  Fulton  streets,  in  the 
city  of  Brooklyn,  and  shall  be  so  constructed  as  to  cross  the 
river  as  directly  as  possible  to  some  point  at  or  below  diatham 
square,  not  south  of  the  junction  of  Nassau  and  Chatham 
streets,  in  the  city  of  New  York"  {Laws  of  1867,  chap,  399), 
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This  act  was  the  iii*pt  act  wliich  was  passed  by  the  legislature 
in  reference  to  the  construction  of  a  bridge  over  the  East 
river,  and  I  cannot  find  tliat  in  any  of  the  subsequent  acts 
passed  in  1869  {Laws  </1869,  chap.  26),  1874  {Laws  ^/1874. 
chap,  601),  1875  {Laws  of  1875,  chap.  300),  1377  {Laws  of 
1877,  chap.  165),  1880  {Laws  of  ISSO,  chap.  105),  1382  {Laws 
of  1882,  c/uip.  368),  1883  {Laws  of  1883,  chap.  228),  tiie  loca- 
tion of  the  terminus  of  said  bridge  in  the  city  of  New  York 
has  been  changed  or  altered.  It  appears  by  the  affidavit  of 
Mr.  Stranahan  that  Mr.  "Roebling,  the  engineer  of  the  original 
bridge  company,  surveyed,  or  had  surveyed  for  liim,  throe 
lines,  and  made  a  report  of  his  proceedings,  and  that  the  route 
which  he  called  the  "  City  Hall  route,"  is  described  in  his 
report  as  ending  "on  Chatham  street,  near  the  Hall  of  Records ;" 
that  this  report  was  submitted  to  a  committee  of  the  directors 
who  reported  to  the  board  in  favor  of  the  City  Hall  route 
recommended  by  the  said  engineer,  which  report  was  adopted 
on  the  24th  of  October,  1867 ;  that  two  maps  were  "filed  by 
the  New  York  Bridge  Company  in  the  register's  office  to 
designate  the  route  of  the  approach  in  this  city ;  that  such 
maps  showed  the  location  of  the  bridge,  and  were  respectively 
filed  on  the  7th  of  November,  1874,  and  the  18th  of  July, 
1877.  *  Mr.  Stranahan  alleges  in  his  affidavit  that  both  of  these 
maps  show  the  route  as  extending  beyond  the  east  line  of 
Chatham  street,  out  into  Chatham  and  Centre  streets. 

Mr.  Kingsley,  the  president  of  the  trustees  of  the  New 
York  and  Brooklyn  bridge,  in  his  affidavit,  states  that  the 
terminus  being  located  by  chapter  399  of  the  Laws  of  1367, 
'*  at  some  point  at  or  below  Chatham  square,  not  soutli  of  the 
junction  of  Nassau  and  Chatham  streets,"  the  company  was 
advised  that  within  these  limits  the  terminus  must  be  located 
by  a  resolution  of  its  directors,  and,  accordingly,  Mr.  John 
A.  Roebling,  then  engineer  of  the  company,  surveyed  three 
lines,  and  the  one  which  he  called  the  "  City  Hall  route  "  is 
described  in  his  report  as  ending  on  Chatham  street,  near  the 
Hall  of  Records,  which  report  was  adopted  by  the  board  of 
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trustees  on  the  24:tli  of  October,  1867,  and  that  thus  the 
terminus  of  the  bridge  in  New  York  was  located  on  Chatliam 
street. 

The  affidavit  of  Mr.  Clarkson,  one  of  the  assistants  to  the 
counsel  to  the  corporation,  alleges  that  by  the  said  maps  on 
file,  the  terminus  in  New  York  of  the  said  bridge  is  fixed  and 
located  at  or  near  the  intersection  of  Chatham  and  Centre 
streets,  and  is  coincident,  or  nearly  so,  with  the  building  line 
on  the  easterly  side  of  Chatham  street.  It  is  conceded  that 
on  the  10th  of  April,  1884,  the  board  of  trustees  of  the 
Brooklyn  bridge  filed  a  third  map  in  the  office  of  the  register, 

in  the  city  of  New  York,  showing  the  extension  of  the  said 
bridge  across  Chatham  and  Centre  streets,  and  as  before  stated, 
tlie  application  now  under  consideration  is  for  a  peremptoiy 
Tnandamus  commanding  the  respondent  to  issue  permits  to 
the  bridge  trustees,  to  enter  upon  Chatham  and  Centre  streets, 
and  to  take  up  the  pavement  of  said  streets  for  the  purpose 
of  completing  said  bridge  in  accordance  with  the  plan  shown 
on  said  map. 

'  By  subdi-vision  9  of  section  316  of  chapter  410  of  the  Laws 
of  1882,  commonly  known  as  the  consolidation  act,  it  is  pro- 
vided that  the  department  of  public  works  shall  have  "  cogni- 
zance and  control"  *  *  *  t«of  paving,  repairing  and 
repaving  streets,  and  keeping  the  same  clear  of  obstructions, 
and  of  the  relaying  of  pavement  removed  for  any  cause." 
And  by  section  322  of  the  same  act,  it  is  provided  that  the 
department  of  public  works  "shall  have  cognizance,  control 
and  general  direction  in  the  relaying  of  all  pavement  removed 
for  the  purpose  of  constructing  *  *  *  foundations  of 
buildings  or  other  structures  *  *  *  or  for  any  other  pur- 
pose, and  no  removal  of  pavement  for  such  purpose  shall  be 
made  until  a  permit  is  first  had  from  the  said  department." 
Section  86  of  the  same  act,  subdivision  5,  gives  to  the  common 
council  "  power  to  re2:nlate  the  opening  of  street  surfaces,"  &c. 
Pursuant  to  this  authority  the  common  council  passed  an 
ordinance  that  "  no  pavement  in  any  street  in  the  city  of  New 
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York  *  *  *  shall  hereafter  be  taken  up,  or  the  paving 
stones  removed  therefrom,  for  any  purpose  whatever,  -without 
the  authority  of  the  department  of  public  works,  under  the 
pe^ialty  of  one  tliousand  dollars  for  each  offense  "  {See  Revised 
Ordinances^  sec,  140). 

By  section  354  of  the  Revised  Ordinances,  the  commissioner 
of  public  works  and  the  commissioners  of  the  department  of 
public  parks  are  required,  "  each  in  their  respective  jurisdic- 
tions, whenever  granting  a  permit  for  any  excavation,  opening 
or  disturbance  of  the  pavement  of  the  carriage-way  of  any 
street,^'  &c.  (except  in  cases  where  such  opening,  excavation  or 
disturbance  shall  be  directly  authorized  by  law),  to  require, 
&C.J  "a  deposit  of  such  sum  as  shall  be  deemed  sufficietit  to 
cover  and  pay  all  expense's,"  <fec. 

The  sections  of  the  consolidation  act,  and  the  provisions  of 
the  Revised  Ordinances,  to  which  I  have  above  referred,  seem 
to  be  the  only  general  provisions  of  law  which  relate  to  the 
giving  of  permits  in  cases  of  the  opening  of  the  surfaces  of 
streets  in- this  city. 

I  do  not  find  in  any  of  the  acts  relating  to  the  construction 
of  the  bridge  any  provisions  as  to  the  effect  of  the  filing  of  a 
map  by  the  trustees.  It  is  conceded,  as  has  been  before  stated, 
that  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  map  on  the  10th  of  April,  1884, 
two  maps  had  been  filed  by  the  tnistees,  neither  of  which 
shows  the  terminus  of  such  bridge  in  the  city  of  New  York 
as  it  is  now  shown  upon  the  map  filed  in  1884. 

The  maps  filed  in  1874,  and  in  1879,  do,  however,  show  a 
prolongation  of  the  line  of  the  bridge  extending,  if  not  beyond 
Chatham  street,  certainly  beyond  tlie  easterly  line  of  said 
.thoroughfare.  Neither  of  thes*e  maps  shows  the  precise  form 
of  the  tcminus  of  the  bridge,  nor  the  form  of  tlie  structure 
by  which  it  was  to  be  approached  or  entered  upon,  and  as  I 
cannot  find  that  the  acts  relating  to  the  bridge  prescribe  that 
when  a  map  has  been  filed,  showing  the  general  line  of  the 
structure,  the  trustees  are  thereby  precluded  from  filing 
another  map,  showing  in  detail  the  approach  to  the  bridge,  I 
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see  no  reason,  as  that  approach  is  within  the  limits  prescribed 
by  section  10  of  the  act  of  1867,  to  wit,  "at  a  point  at  or 
below  Chatham  square,  and  not  south  of  the  junction  of 
Nassau  and  Chatham  streets,"  why  the  trustees  are  not  acting 
within  their  legal  powers  in  filing  such  map,  and  in  erecting  or 
attempting  to  erect,  the  approach  to,  or  exit  from,  the  bridge 
at  the  place  shown  on  said  map.  The  affidavits  presented 
upon  this  motion  state  that  a  map  showing  specific^illy  tUe 
extent  of  the  approacli  to  tlio  bridge,  was  not  filed  before  the 
month  of  April  of  this  year,  because  the  trustees  were  under 
an  injunction;  procured  by  the  New  York  Elevated  Railroad 
Company,  restraining  tlie  bridge  authorities  from  constructing 
or  erecting  the  approacli  at  any  point  farther  west  than  the 
easterly  line  of  Chatham  street.  That  injunction,  it  appears, 
has  now  been  dissolved,  and  it  is  alleged  that  the  bridge 
trustees  are  but  exe^'cising  their  legal  powers  in  filing  the  map 
of  18S4-. 

An  examination  of  the  various  acts  relating:  to  the  bridsfe 
will,  I  think,  clearly  show  that  the  trustees  have  the-  power  to 
locate  the  terminus  of,  or  approach  to,  the  bridge,  in  the  man- 
ner and  at  the  point  indicated  on  the  map  of  April,  1S84. 
And  if  they  have  such  power,  it  would  seem  that  the  commis- 
sioners of  public  works  (and  the  park  commissioner  who  have 
been  made  parties  to  this  proceeding,  because  there  is  a  small 
triangle  in  the  street  proposed  to  be  taken,  which  may  come 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  that  department)  should  grant  a  pei*^ 
mit  or  permits  to  the  trustees  to  take  up  the  pavement  neces- 
sary to  be  removed  in  constructing  the  terminus  to  the  bridge. 

The  cases  referred  to  by  the  relator's  counsel  seem  to 
establish  the  proposition  that  tlie  authority  to  locate  a  railroad 
or  other  structure  at  a  certain  place,  does  not  limit  the  location 
to  the  extreme  bounds  of  that  place,  but  carries  with  it  the 
authority  to  locate  the  same  within  such  bounds  {see  Peoph  agt. 
BrooUyn^  FLaihicah  and  C.  I.  R,  7?.,  89  N.  Y.^  75  ;  Farniers* 
Turnpike  Company  agt.  Coventry^  10  Johns.^  389  ;  Mohawk 
Bridge  Company  agt.  The  Utica  and  Schenectady  li.  U.  Co.j 
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6  Paige^  554 ;  Mason  agt.  Brooklijn  City  and  Newtovyti  li,  li^ 
Co.,  35  Barh,  377). 

The  affidavits  read  on  the  part  of  the  relator  show  that  it 
always  was  pai't  of  tlie  plan  of  the  engineers  to  cross  Chatham 
and  Centre  streets,  and  it  is  claimed,  and  as  I  tliink,  correctly, 
that  the  maps  filed  prior  to  1884  show  that  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  the  trustees  to  occupy  Chatham  and  Centre  streets,  but 
that  the  maps  omitted  to  show  the  style  of  the  structure,  which 
omission  was  supplied  by  the  map  of  1884.  * 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  bridge  trustees  have 
the  legal  right  to  do  priecisely  what  they  propose  to  do,  as 
indicated  by  the  map  of  1884,  and  that  they  are  not  precluded 
by  the  filing  of  the  maps  of  1874  and  1877  from  erecting  such 
a  structure  as  is  shown  on  the  map  or  diagram  filed  in  1884. 
I  do  not  agree  with  the  counsel  for  the  respondents  that  the 
provision  of  the  act  which  declares  that  the  said  bridge 
"  shall  not  obstruct  any  street  which  it  shall  cross,  but  such 
street  shall  be  spanned  by  a  suitable  arch  or  suspended  platform 
as  shall  give  suitable  height  for  the  passage  under  the  same 
for  all  purposes  of  public  travel  and  transportation,"  refera 
to  the  approach  to,  or  the  terminus  of,  the  bridge.  If  the 
construction  of  the  Act  of  1867  (see  sec.  10  of.  Act  of  1867), 
which  is  contended  for  by  the  learned  counsel,  is  correct,  the 
terminus  at  the  point  at  or  below  Chatham  square,  and  not 
south  of  the  junction  of  Chatham  and  Nassau  streets,  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  would  necessarily  be  a  terminus  elevated 
above  the  streets.  The  great  question  in  my  mind,  in  this 
case,  is  as  to  the  form  of  the  remedy  which  is  invoked  by  the 
relator  If  it  be  conceded  that  the  trustees  under  the  acts 
relating  to  the  bridge,  have  the  power  to  locate  its  terminiis 
at  the  point  indicated  by  the  map  of  April,  1884,  it  would 
seem  that  they  did  not  require  any  permit  from  the  city 
authorities.  If  they  have  the  power  under  the  statute  of  the 
state,  that  power  is  exclusive,  and  does  not  require  for  its 
exercise  the  permit  or  consent  of  the  said  authorities. 

It  is  claimed,  however,  on  the  part  of  the  relator,  that  the 
Vol.  LXVII        63 
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employes  of  the  trustees  have  been  arrested  by  the  police 
while  attempting  to  carry  out  the  instructions  given  to  them, 
and  such  being  the  case,  it  is  claimed  that  a  mandamus  should 
issue  to  prevent  any  possibility  of  a  conflict  ensuing  between 
those  employes  and  the  authorities  of  the  city. 

Upon  reflection,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  as  it  is  the  legal 
right  of  the  trustees  to  enter  upon  the  performance  of  the 
work  contemplated  by  them,  it  is  the  public  duty  of  the 
respondents  to  license  the  excavation  which  is  necessary  to 
enable  the  former  lo  prosecute  their  work,  and  tlie  cases  which 
are  cited  upon  the  relator's  brief  seem  to  establish  the  sound- 
ness of  this  Y\Qw{JSee  People  agt.  Tremaine^  17  How,  Pr.  li.y 
10-;  People  agt.  Perrt/,  13  Barb.  Sup.  Ct  i?.,  206  ;  Jiex  agt. 
CcrmnrCrs^  2  Term  Rep,^  381 ;  Ilex  agt.  CooJcaon^  16  East^  376  ; 
Bex  agt.  ^omrrCvB  of  Liverpool^  2  M.  &  S.  [Selden]y  223  ; 
Smith  agt.  (hmrrCr%  of  Portage^  12  Ohio  Rep.y  54;  Borni 
agt.  Todd^  3  Mis8.^  140 ;  Commonwealth  agt.  Jmtices^  2  Va. 
C,'9;  Ex  parte  Jenning^  6  Cow,^  418;  Menden  agt.  Wooster^ 
10  Pich^  235 ;  People  agt.  Champion^  16  Johns,^  61 ;  People 
:agt.  CoUinSy  19  Wend,j  26 ;  People  ex  rel.  Co7'nell  agt.  Norton^ 
.12  Ahh.  Pr.  iN.  /S.],  47). 

The  motion  that  a  peremptory  mandamtcs  issue  must  there- 
fore be  granted.     The  order  will  be  settled  on  two  days'  notice. 

Note.  — •  AiBrmed  by  general  term   November,   1884,  on  foregoing 
•opinion,  no  opinion  being  written  by  general  term.— [Ed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Davenport  Glucose  Company,  respondents,  agt.  Isaac  "W". 

Taussig  et  aL,  appellants. 

EoDamination  before  tnal  of  a  party  charged  toith  fraud — Whsn  and  to 
what  extent  aUowed  —  PriviUge  ae  to  queetions  to/tich  may  triminate. 

In  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  personal  property,  the  defendants, 
though  charged  with  fraud,  may  nevertheless  be  examined  before  trial, 
where  the  object  is  to  ascertain  the  quantity  of  goods  that  came  int6 
their  hands,  the  time  the  goods  were  received,  the  time  of  their  transfer 
to  another  party,  etc.,  and  if  questions  are  put  which  defendants  claim 
that  they  are  not  bound  to  answer,  on  the  ground  that  they  may  crimin- 
ate themselves,  they  may  assert  the  privilege,  and  it  is  for  the  judge 
to  determine  whether  the  questions  should  be  answered. 

Mrst  Department,  General  Term,  August,  1884. 

Before  Dayis,  P..  J,,  Daniels  and  Haight,  J  J. 

Appeal  from  order  denying  motion  to  set  aside  order  for^ 
examination  of  the  defendants. 

W,  C,  Hvppenheimsr,  for  appellants. 

A.  P,  Whitehead,  for  respondents. 

Dayis,  P.  «/.  —  This  is  an  appeal  from  atf  order  of  tM' 
special  term  denying  motion  to  Yacate  an  order  directing 
examination  of  defendants  before  trial.  The  action  is  to 
recover  possession  of  personal  property,  to  wit,  250  barrels  of 
glncose  alleged  to  haYc  been  sold  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the 
defendants  Taussig  and  Hammerschlag,  who  subsequently 
made  a  general  assignment  to  the  defendant  Barricklo  for  the 
benefit  of  their  creditors.  The  plaintiff  replcYied  107  barrels 
of  glucose.  It  is  alleged  that  the  sale  and  possession  were 
fraudulently  obtained. 
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It  must  be  conceded  that  the  anthorities  in  this  district,  on 
the  question  of  the  right  to  make  an  order  for  the  examina- 
tion of  parties  in  an  action  where  the  plaintiff's  cause  of 
action  is  for  an  alleged  fraud,  are  somewhat  in  conflict. 
There  is  no  case,  however,  we  think,  that  holds  in  an  action 
to  recover  possession  of  personal  property,  where  the  objeci; 
is  to  ascertain  from  the  defendants  the  quantity  of  goods  that 
came  into  their  hands  and  the  time  when  they  received  the 
same,  and  the  time  of  making  the  sale  or  transfer  of  the  same 
to  another  party,  and  the  qaantity  delivered  to  him,  <fec.,  that 
such  matters  are  not  proper  subjects  for  this  preliminary 
examination. 

In  this  case  the  assignee  of  the  purchasers,  Barricklo,  who 
is  not  sought  to  be  charged  with  fraudulent  conduct,  received 
the  goods  from  the  defendants.  No  reason  can  be  imagined 
why  he  may  not  be  called  and  examined  as  to  when  and 
where  he  received  the  same,  and  to  what  amount,  and  to 
prove  whatever  might  be  necessary  touching  the  assignment 
to  him  of  the  goods  by  the  other  defendants,  and  the  disposi- 
tion that  may  have  been  made  thereof.  •  It  can  hardly  be  con- 
ceived that  his  answers  to  such  an  examination  can  be  sup- 
posed to  subject  him  to  a  charge  of  fraud. 

In  respect  of  the  other  defendants,  it  is  very  obvious,  as  it 
seems  to  us,  that  many  questions  may  be  asked  which  they 
will  be  bound  to  answer  if  called  upon  the  trial,  and  if  in  the 
course  of  such  an  examination  as  this  questions  may  be  asked 
which  they  decline  to  answer,  on  the  ground  of  their  privi- 
lege, their  rights  are  precisely  the  same  as  they  would  be  upon 
the  trial  if  the  same  questions  were  put  to  tliem  there.  They 
are  not  bound  to  criminate  themselves,  and  may  claim  the  per- 
sonal privilege  of  refusing  to  answer.  On  sucli  an  examina- 
tion it  would  be  for  the  judge  to  determine,  as  it  would  be  ou 
a  trial  at  circuit,  whether  the  questions  are  such  as  they  are 
not  bound  to  answer.  But  the  fact  that  some  such  questions 
may  be  put  does  not  seem  to  be  a  good  reason  for  holding  that 
a  party  cannot  be  examined  at.  all  in  an  action  of  this  kind,     . 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  601 

Matter  of  k^mith. 

Tlie  cases  referred  to  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lants do  not  go  far  enough,  wo  think,  to  require  us  to  hold 
that  they  determine  tliis  case  adversely  to  the  respondents. 

We  see  no  ground,  therefore,  for  interfering  with  the  order 
of  the  court  below,  and  it  should  be  affirmed,  with  ten  dollars 
costs  and  disbursements. 

Daniels  and  IlAionT,  J  J.,  concurred  in  the  result. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


In  the  Matter  of  the  Petition  of  Matthias  B.  Smith,  to 
vacate  assessment  for  laying  an  additional  course  of  flag- 
ging on  Eightieth  street,  from  Fifth  to  Madison  avenues. 

Auesiment  and  taxation — When  court  predtided  from  vacating  asseMment  in 
city  of  New  York — Latia  <j/'1880,  cluipter  550,  section  12 — Consolidation 
Act^  section  003. 

If  the  ordinaace  for  the  pavement  of  a  street  is  pasr.^d  without  authority 
of  law,  the^execution  of,  the  work  can  be  prevented  by  appropriate 
application  to  the  court.  A  party  not  having  availed  himself  of  < his 
legal  rights  in  that  respect  is  precluded  by  section  003  of  the  Consoli- 
dation Act  from  asking  to  have  the  assessment  vacated. 

Where  there  is  nothing  by  which  the  court  can  determine  the  extent  to 
which  an  assessment  has  been  increased  by  reason  of  fraud  or  substantial 
error;  under  section  903  of  the  Consolidation  Act  it  can  neither  vacate 
nor  reduce  an  assessment. 

Special  Term,  April,  1884. 

Lawkence,  e/] — I  cannot  distinguish  this  case  from  that 
of  Isabella  Gai^ey  (77  Ni,  Y,,  523),  but  under  the  act, 
chapter  550  of  the  Laws  of  1880,  it  would  seem  that  the 
court  is  precluded  from  vacating  the  assessment ;  nor  can  I 
reduce  the  amount,  because  there  is  nothing  by  which  I  can 
determine  the  extent  to  which  the  assessment  has  been 
increased  by  reason  of  the  fraud  or  substantial  error  {See  deci- 
sion of  court  of  appeals  in  Matter  of  Mead,  74  J\\  Y,,  21(J). 

After  reargument,  I  still  adhere  to  the  opinion  that  I  can- 
not vacate  this  assessment.     Section  875  of  the  Consolidation 
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Act  is  taken  from  section  115  of  the  charter  of  1873.  Sec- 
tion 903  of  said  act  is  substantially  taken  from  section  12, 
chapter  550  of  the  Laws  of  1880.  If  there  is  any  inconsistency 
between  the  two  provisions,  the  latter  section  mast  prevail, 
and  I  agree  with  the  counsel  to  the  corporation  that  there  is 
not  necessarily  any  inconsistency  between  the  two  sections. 
If  the  ordinance  for  the  pavement  in  question  was  passed 
without  authority  of  law,  the  execution  of  the  work  could 
have  been  prevented  by  appropriate  application  to  the  court. 
Not  having  availed  himself  of  his  legal  rights  in  that  respect, 
I  think  the  petitioner  is  precluded  by  section  903  from  asking 
to  have  the  assessment  vacated.  The  language  of  that  sec- 
tion is  extremely  explicit.  "  No  court  shall  vacate  or  reduce 
any  assessment,  in  fact  or  apparent,  confirmed  after  June  9, 
18S0,  whether  void  or  voidable,  on  any  property  for  any  local 
improvement  hereafter  completed,  otherwise  than  to  reduce 
any  such  assessment  to  the  extent  that  the  same  maybe  shown 
by  parties  complaining  thereof  to  have  been  Jn  fact  increased 
in  dollaiB  and  cents  by  reason  of  fraud  or  substantial  error ; 
and  in  no  event  shall  that  proportion  of  any  such  assessment 
which  is  equivalent  to  the  fair  value  of  any  actual  local 
improvement,  with  interest  from  the  date  of  confinnation,  be 
disturbed  for  any  cause."  As  I  said  in  ray  previous  memo- 
randum {see  Register,  March  10,  1884),  there  is  nothing  by 
which  I  can  determine  tlie  extent  to  which  the  assessment  has 
been  increased  by  reason  of  the  fraud  or  substantial  en'or. 
Therefore,  under  section  903, 1  can  neither  vacate  nor  reduce 
the  assessment.  If  the  petitioner  is  right  this  is  an  apparent 
assessment,  and  a  void  assessment ;  and  the  section  aforesaid, 
where  the  assessment  is  laid  after  June  9,  1880,  only  author- 
izes a  reduction  in  such  cases  to  the  extent  that  the  assessment 
has  been  increased  in  dollars  and  cents  by  reason  of  fraud  or 
substantial  error.     Motion  for  a  reargument  denied,  with  costs. 

« 

Note.  —  Affirmed  by  general  term,  November,  18^4,  on  foregoing 
opinion,  no  opinion  being  written  by  general  term.— [Ed. 
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SUEROGATFS  COURT. 
In  tlie  Estate  of  Julia  O'Beien,  deceased. 

Administrators  —  Qualifeation  of —  Disqualification  of  person  convicted  of 
infamous  crime  ^Prohibition  extends  only  to  persons  conmcted  in  tlm 
state  —  Persons  incompetent  by  reason  of  improvidence  —  Conmciion  for 
larceny  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction — No  evidence  of. 

The  statute  prescribing  the  qualifications  of  administrators  {sec.  33,  tit.  3, 
eJiap.  A,  part  2.  R.  8.,  [3  Bajiks,  7th  ed.\  2291)  forbids  the  issuance  of 
letters  to  *'  a  person  convicted  of  an  infamous  crime: " 

Held,  that  this  prohibition  extends  only  to  persons  convicted  within  the 
state  of  New  York. 

The  same  statute  provides  that  "no  letters  of  administration  shall 
be  granted  ♦  ♦  •  to  any  person  who  shall  be  judged  incompe- 
tent by  the  surrogate  to  execute  the  duties  of  such  trust  by  reason  of 
improvidence." 

IZeUl,  that  a  conviction  for  larceny  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction  is  no  evidence 
that  the  person  convicted  is  *'  incompetent  by  reason  of  improvidence." 

A^ew  York  county^  October^  1884. 

Rollins,  JS.  —  Of  the  two  persons  who  are  applicants  for 
letters  of  administration  in  this  estate,  one  a  son  of  decedent, 
the  other  a  grandson,  the  former  is,  of  course,  entitled  in 
priority,  unless  he  is  for  some  cause  disqualified.  Evidence 
has  been  submitted  tending  to  show  that  he  has  been  convicted 
in  the  state  of  New  Jersey  of  the  crime  of  larceny,  and  it  is 
insisted  that  by  such  conviction  he  has  become  incapacitated 
from  receiving  letters.  The  statute  which  is  claimed  to  create 
such  disqualification  is  in  words  following:  "No  letters  of 
administration  shall  be  granted  to  a  person  convicted  of  an 
infamous  crime,  nor  to  any  one  incapable  by  law  of  making  a 
contract,  *  *  *  nor  to  any  person  who  shall  be  adjudged 
incompetent  by  the  surrogate  to  execute  the  duties  of  such 
trust  by  reason  of  drunkenness,  improvidence  or  want  of  under- 
standing" {See.  32,  tit  2,  chap,  6,  part  2,  Jiev.  Stat,  [3  BanTcs^ 
nth  ed,],  2291). 
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Upon  the  facts  here  presented  two  questions  arise  for 
determination  : 

1.  Does  one,  by  reason  of  his  conviction  of  an  ofiense 
against  the  laws  of  a  foreign  state,  ever  become  "  a  person, 
convicted  of  an  infamous  crime,"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  above  quoted  ? 

The  signification  of  the  term  "  infamous  crime,"   wherever 
that  expression  occurs  in  our  statutes,  is  absohitely  fixed  by 
section  31,  chapter  1,  title  7,  part  4,  Revised  Statutes  (3  Banks, 
7th  ed,,  2539).     It  is  there  declared  that  "  whenever  the  term 
infainouB  crime  is  used  in  any  statute  it  shall  be  construed  as 
including  every  offense  punishable  with  death,  or  by  impris- 
onment in  a  state  prison,  and  no  other."     It  follows,  therefore, 
that  the  firet  clause  of  section   31,   which  prescribes   the 
qualifications  of  administrators,  must  be  construed  precisely 
as  if  it  were  thus  worded:     "No  letters  of  administration 
shall  be  granted  to  a  person  convicted  of  a  crime  punishable 
by  imprisonment  in  a  state  prison."     This  tmnslation,  so  to 
speak,  of  the  language  of  the  section  makes  very  apparent 
the  embarrassment  that  must  attend  any  interpretation  whereby 
a  conviction  without  this  state  would  be  accorded  the  same 
force  and  effect  as  a  conviction   within  its  limits.     Surely 
nobody  would  contend  that  the  legislature  had,  by  this  enact- 
ment, meant  to  provide  that  a  person  should  be  rendered 
absolutely   incompetent  to  receive  letters  of  administration 
merely  by  his  conviction  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction  of  a  crime 
tJiere  punishable  by  death  or  by  imprisonment  in  a  state  prison. 
Such  an  interpretation  would  subject   the  qualifications  of 
administrators    here   appointed   to   restrictions    that   might 
sometimes  be  oppressive  and  unjust.     It  is  possible,  of  course, 
that  acts  which  would  here  be  deemed  not  simply  innocent, 
but    positively    meritorious,   might  fall   under  such  severe 
condemnation  of  the  laws  of  some  foreign   power  as  to  be 
punishable  in  that  jurisdiction  by  imprisonment  or  death. 
It  is  necessary,  therefore,  in  order  to  bring  foreign  convictions 
within  the  purview  of  the  statute  under  consideration,  to 
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interpret  that  statute  as  if  it  were  couched  in  some  such 
language  as  this  :  "  Letters  of  administration  shall  be  granted 
to  no  pereon  who  has  been  convicted  of  a  crime  lohich  wotcld, 
if  committed  in  this  state^  be  here  punishable  by  imprisonment 
or  death."  Against  any  such  interpretation,  however,  it  can 
l>3  urged  with  great  force  that  it  necessitates  an  unwarrantable 
introduction  into  the  statute  of  words  which  form  no  part  of 
it  and  of  an  idea  which  its  language  does  not  fairly  suggest. 
If  the  legislature  had  intended  to  give  to  foreign  convictions 
the  force  and  effect  of  convictions  within  the  state,  it  would 
not  have  been  difficult  to  make  that  intention  clear  and 
unequivocal.  In  the  very  revision  of  which  the  section  now 
under  consideration  forms  a  part,  a  careful  discrimination  in 
this  regard  was  made  by  the  legislature  in  defining  criminal 
offenses  and  prescribing  punishment  therefor.  Section  8, 
title  7,  cliapter  1,  part  4,  Revised  Statutes  (3  Banks,  7th 
ed.,  2536),  declares  :  "  If  any  person  convicted  of  any  offense 
punishable  by  imprisonment  in  a  state  prison  shall  *  *  * 
subsequently  be  convicted  of  any  offense  *  *  *  he  shall 
be  punished  as  follows,"  &c.  That  this  provision  was  deemed 
too  narrow  to  include  extra-territorial  convicts  is  evidenced 
by  the  contemporaneous  enactment  of  section  10  of  the  same 
title  (3  Banks,  7th  ed.,  2637),  which  declares  that  "  every  per- 
son who  shall  have  been  convicted  in  any  of  the  United  States 
or  in  any  district  or  territory  thereof,  or  in  any  foreign  country, 
of  an  offense  which,  if  committed  within  this  state,  would  be 
punishable  by  the  laws  of  this  state  by  imprisonment  in  a 
state  prison,  shall,  upon  conviction  for  any  subsequent  offense 
committed  within  this  state,  be  subject  to  the  punishment 
herein  prescribed  upon  subsequent  convictions  in  the  same 
manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  such  first  conviction  had 
taken  place  in  a  court  of  this  state." 

Upon  comparing  section  8,  above  quoted,  with  that  which 

prescribes   the  qualifications  of   administrators  (bearing  in 

mind  the  statutory  definition  of  "infamous  crime")  it  will 

appear  that  the  two  provisions  are  substantially  identical.     If, 
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therefore,  the  legislature  had  intended  that  any  extra-territorial 
conviction  should  operate  as  a  disqualification  of  an  adminis- 
trator, it  is  likely,  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  creating  such  disqualification  would  have  been  supple- 
mented by  some  such  enactment  as  section  10,  above  quoted. 
Apart,  tlierefore,  from  other  grounds  which  impel  me  to  the 
same  conclusion,  I  should  for  this  cause  alone  feel  disposed  to 
hold  that  the  mere  fact  of  conviction  for  crime  can  never 
ipso  facto  incapacitate  a  person  from  becoming  an  adminis- 
trator, unless  such  conviction  has  been  had  in  the  courts  of 
this  state. 

The  correctness  of  this  conclusion  is  emphasized  by  a  con- 
sideration of  the  second  clause  of  the  statute  which  is  here  in 
question.  That  clause  provides  that  letters  of  administration 
shall  issue  to  no  one  "  incapable  by  law  of  making  a  contract.'* 
Manifestly  this  incapacity  is  limited  to  incapacity  under  the 
laws  in  force  within  this  state;  any  other  construction  would 
be  palpably  absurd.  By  parity  of  reasoning,  incapacity  because 
of  conviction  for  crime  may  well  be  regarded  as  limited  to 
convictions  under  and  by  the  laws  of  the  state  of  N^ew  York. 

The  recent  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals,  in  the  case  of 
Sims  agt.  Sims  (75  N,  Y.^  466),  subsequently  approved  in 
NationaZ  Trust  Company  agt.  Gleason  (77  If.  T.^  400),  has 
an  important  bearing  upon  the  question  here  at  issue,  if  indeed 
it  should  not  be  regarded  as  decisive  of  it.  The  determina- 
tion of  those  cases  involved  the  interpretation  of  section  23, 
title  7,  chapter  1,  part  4,  Revised  Statutes  '(3  Banks^  G^A  ed,^ 
994).  "No  person,"  says  that  section,  ''^sentenced  upon  a 
coiwiction.  for  felony  shall  be  competent  to  testify,  in  any  cause, 
matter  or  proceeding,  civil  or  criminal,  unless  he  be  pardoned, 
&c.  It  was  held  by  the  court  of  appeals,  judge  Kapallo 
pronouncing  its  opinion,  that  the  disqualification  to  testify 
which  was  created  by  that  statute  was  restricted  in  its  opera- 
tion to  persons  convicted  and  sentenced  under  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  New  York.  Some  of  the  reasons  by  which  that 
conclusion  is  supported  are  not  strictly  applicable  here,  but 
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there  are  others  which  have  exact  application,  and  all  in  all 
there  is  a  very  close  analogy  between  the  statute  reviewed  in 
SzTWi  agt.  SiTng  and  the  one  which  prescribes  the  qualifications 
of  administrators. 

For  these  reasons  I  feel  bound  to  hold  that  Daniel  O'Brien's 
conviction  in  Xew  Jei'sey  of  the  crime  of  larceny  does  not 
necessarily  disqualify  him  from  becoming  an  administrator  in 
New  York. 

2.  There  remains  to  be  considered  the  question  whether  the 
sun'ogate  has  discretionary  power,  even  though  the  New 
Jersey  conviction  does  not  as  of  course  work  a  disqualification, 
to  refuse,  because  of  such  conviction,  the  issuance  to  O'Brien 
of  letters  of  administration. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  determined  by  the  courts  of  this 
state  that  the  withholding  of  letters  from  a  person  who,  if  not 
by  some  cause  incapacitated,  would  be  entitled  in  priority 
under  the  statute,  is  never  justifiable  save  in  cases  where  such 
person  is  declared  to  be  disqualified  by  the  statute  itself 
( Coope  a^t.  Lovoerre^  1  Barh.  Ch,^  45 ;  Emerson  agt.  Bower&y 
14  N.  jr.,  449). 

The  only  statutory  provision  which  can  possibly  be  appli- 
cable to  the  case  at  bar  is  that  which  forbids  the  issuance  of 
letters  to  one  "who  shall  be  adjudged  by  the  surroo^ate 
incompetent  to  execute  the  duties  of  his  trust  by  reason 
of  improvidence."  This  presents  the  question  whether  one's 
conviction  of  larceny  can  ever  of  itself  afford  satisfactory 
evidence  of  hfs  incompetency  by  reasons  of  improvidence,  a 
question  which  has  been  answered  more  than  once  by  our 
appellate  tribunals.  In  the  case  of  Coope  agt.  Lowerre^  above 
cited,  the  chancellor  said,  in  reviewing  a  decision  of  a  former 
surrogate  of  this  county : 

"  No  degree  of  legal  or  moral  guilt  or  delinquency  is  suffi- 
cient to  exclude  a  pei-son  from  administration  as  next  of  kin  in 
the  cases  of  preference  given  by  the  statute,  unless  such  person 
lias  been  actually  convicted  of  an  infamous  crime."  *  *  * 
(This  exception,  as  I  have  already  decided,  only  includes 


ft08  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

In  the  Estate  of  Julia  O'Brien,  deceased. 

pei-sons  convicted  in  this  state.)  "  The  {7rip7*ovide/ice  which 
the  frainers  of  the  Revised  Statutes  had  in  contemplation 
as  a  ground  of  exchision  is  that  want  of  care  or  foresight  in 
the  management  of  property  which  would  be  likely  to  render 
the  estate  and  effects  of  the  intestate  unsafe,  and  liable  to  be 
lost  or  diminished  in  value  in  case  administration  thereof 
should  be  committed  to  such  improvident  pereon.  The 
principle  of  exclusion  in  this  part  of  the  statute  is  based  upon 
the  well  known  fact  that  a  man  who  is  careless  and  improvi- 
dent, or  who  is  wanting  in  ordinary  care  and  forecast  in  the 
acquisition  and  preservation  of  property  for  himself,  cannot 
with  safety  be  intrusted  with  the  management  and  preserva- 
tion of  the  property  of  others.  The  fact  that  a  man  is 
dishoneei^  and  seeks  to  obtain  the  possession  of  the  property/ 
of  others  by  tfieft,  robbery  or  frauds  is  not  evidence  either  of 
his  providence  or  of  his  improvidence.  The  dishonest  man, 
who  preys  upon  the  rights  of  others  and  deprives  them  of 
their  property  by  unlawful  means,  may  be,  and  frequently  is, 
not  only  careless,  but  reckless  in  squanderirg  the  property 
which  he  has  thus  acquired.  Or  he  may,  on  the  other  hand,  pre- 
serve and  hoard  up  his  ill-gotten  gains  with  all  a  miser's  care." 
The  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  McMahon  agt. 
Hai^rison  (6  N,  Z".,  443)  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  decision 
just  quoted.  In  the  trial  below,  the  surrogate  had  decided 
upon  the  authority  of  Coope  agt.  LoiJoerre  (ante),  that  a-  pro- 
fessional gambler  was  not  as  such  improvident  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statutes  declaring  the  qualifications  of  admin- 
istrators. This  judgment  was  subsequently  reversed  by  the 
supreme  court  {McMahon  agt.  Harrison,  10  Barb.,  659). 
That  court  announced  its  adherence  to  the  proposition  that, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  "  vices  and  moral  delin- 
quency cannot  of  themselves  disqualify  a  person  to  act  as 
administrator ; "  but  it  decided,  nevertheless,  that  a  professional 
gambler,  whose  habitual  occupation  it  was  to  put  large  sums 
of  money  at  hazard  upon  games  of  chance,  was,  in  the  nature 
of  things,  an  improvident  person. 
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This  view  was  subsequently  approved  by  the  court  of 
appeals  (6  N.  J".,  443).  The  pursuit  of  gambling  was  pro- 
nounced as  in.  itself  a  token  of  improvidence,  but  the  general 
doctrine  of  Coope  agt.  Lowerre  was  unhesitatingly  approved 
(&6,  alsOy  Enierson  agt.  Bowers^  14  N.  y.,  440). 

In  view  of  these  decisions  I  cannot,  upon  the  evidence 
before  me,  find  that  O'Brien  is  incompetent  by  reason  of 
improvidence  to  become  administrator  of  this  estate. 

Letters  may  issue. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Frederick  Muser,  appellant,  agt.  Julius  Lissner,  respondent. 

Afiadiment — Wlien  sjumld  not  be  vacated  becauw  part  of  dairn  sited  on  teas 

tiot  due  at  Ume  of  commencement  of  action. 

"Where  it  appears  by  the  papers  that  the  claim  sued  on  was  fraudulently 
contracted,  the  whole  debt  becomes  due  by  operation  of  law,  and  it  is 
error  in  such  a  case  to  vacate  an  attachment  because  the  term  of  credit 
had  not  expired. 

JFtrat  Department^  Oeneral  Tei^m^  No^einber^  1884. 

Before  Davis,*  P,  «/!,  Brady  and  Daniels,  J  J. 

Appeal  from  an  order  vacating  attachment.  .^ 

BluTYienstiel  (&  Hirschy  for  appellant. 

Kxtrzman  <JB  Teaman^  for  respondent. 

Per  Curiam.  —  The  attachment  issued  in  this  action  was 
predicated  of  the  charge  that  the  defendant  had  removed  and 
disposed  of  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditoi's. 
In  answer  to  this  charge,  upon  motion  to  vacate  the  attach- 
ment, it  was  insisted  by  the  defendant  that  a  part  of  the  claim 
involved  was  not  due,  and  the  learned  justice  and  the  colirt 
below  declared  that  the  motion  should  be  granted,  inasmuch 
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McArthur  agt.  Commercial  Fire  Insurance  Company. 
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as  it  appeared  that  a  considerable  amount  of  the  debt  sued  for 
was  not  due  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action. 
In  response  to  this  it  was  shown  by  the  papei'S  that  the  debt 
was  fraudulently  contracted,  the  defendant  having  obtained 
credit  upon  representation  of  solvency  that  turned  out  to  be 
untrue.  When  that  fact  appeared  the  whole  debt  became  due 
by  operation  of  law.  This  is  a  familiar  principle,  which  has 
been  declared  not  only  by  this  court  but  by  the  court  of 
appeals  in  several /«ises.  For  these  reasons  we  think  the  order 
appealed  from  should  be  reversed,  with  ten  doUare  costs  and 
disbursements. 


CITY  COURT  OF  NEW  TORK 

John  L.  McArthur  agt.  The  Commercial  Fire  Insurance 

Company. 

Preference  on  calendar  —  Bight  to  —  Code  Civil  Procedure,  seeiions  791-793. 

When  an  action  is  brought  upon  a  judgment  rendered  in  a  chancery- 
court  in  the  state  of  Tennessee  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  fire  insurance 
on  motion  for  a  preference  on  the  calendar: 

IFeld^  that  the  action  being  against  a  corporation,  ^nd  founded  upon  a 
judgment,  which  is  an  evidence  of  debt  for  the  absolute  payment  of 
money,  the  right  to  a  preference  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  plead- 
ings, and  is  absolute  without  any  qualification  or  condition  of  any  kind. 
It  is  a  right  given  by  statute,  which  no  court  can  by  rules  or  otherwise 
limit  or  abridge. 

General  Term^  October,  1884. 

Before  Mc  Adams,  C.  J.y  Nkhrbas  and  Browne,  J  J, 

Appeal  from  order  made  at  special  term  denying  an  appli^ 
cation  for  a  preference  on  tlie  trial  calendar. 

C.  W,  Moultoii  and  Miron  WinsloWy  for  appellant. 
G.  A.  Clement,  for  respondent. 
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By  THE  Court.  —  The  action  is  brought  upon  a  judgment 
rendered  in  favor  of  tlie  plaintifiE  and  against  the  defendant, 
on  the  30tli  day  of-  May,  1884,  in  the  chancery  court  of 
Davidson  county,  in  the  state  of  Tennessee,  for  $628.77,  in 
an  action  on  a  policy  of  tire  insurance  issued  by  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiflE  and  one  W.  N.  Allen,  as  copartnei*s. 
Issue  was  joined  in  that  action,  and  after  a  trial  on  the  merits 
the  aforesaid  recovery  was  had.  It  is  said  by  the  defendants 
that  the  chancery  court  of  Davidson  county  is  possessed  of 
equitable  jurisdiction  only,  and  that  the  judgment  is  therefore 
not  enforceable.  But  the  complaint  alleges  that  said  court 
was  and  is  a  court  of  original  jurisdiction  in  said  county  of 
Davidson  and  said  state  of  Tennessee,  empowered  by  the 
laws  of  said  state  to  exercise  general  jurisdiction  in  actions  of 
the  kind  and  character  mentioned,  and  their  allegations  are 
sufficient  to  admit  proof  of  the  facts  alleged. 

The  plaintiff  moved  for  a  preference  on  the  calendar  Under 
section  791  of  the  Code,  which,  among  other  things,  provides : 
"  Civil  actions  are  entitled  to  preference  among  then^elves  in 
the  following  order." 

Subdivision  8  of  said  section  reads  as  follows :  An  action 
against  a  corporation  founded  upon  a  note  or  any  other  evi- 
dence of  debt  for  the  absolute  payment  of  money. 

The  present  action  is  against  a  corporation,  and  is  founded 
upon  a  judgment,  which  is  an  evidence  of  debt  for  the  abso- 
lute payment  of  money  {See  cases  cited  upon  the  appellants 
Irief), 

Section  793  provides  that  where  a  right  to  a  preference 
depends  upon  facts  which  do  not  appear  in  the  pleadings  or 
other  papers  upon  which  a  cause  is  to  be  tried  or  heard,  the 
party  desiring  a  preference  must  procure  an  order  therefor 
from  the  court  or  the  judge  thereof  upon  notice  to  the 
adverse  party. 

But  wliere,  as  in  this  case,  the  right  to  the  preference 
appears  upon  the  face  of  the  pleadings,  the  right  is  absolute 
without  qualification  or  condition  of  any  kind.     It  is  a  right 
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Reichenbacb  agt.  Winkhaiis  et  cU. 

given  by  statute  wbicli  no  court  can  by  rules  or  otberwise 
limit  or  adjudge. 

It  follows  that  the  order  appealed  from  must  be  reversed, 
with  costs,  and  the  application  for  a  preference  must  be  granted. 


N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
M.  L.  Beiohenbach  agt.  Fbedebice  Winkhaus  et  al. 

Amgnment — When  wid,  arid  wUl  be  iet  aside  <u  iuch. 

An  insolvent  assignment  reserving  to  the  assignor  power  of  revocation,  is 

void  in  jiids[mcnt  of  law. 
Any  purpose  of  the  assignor  which  would  render  the  assignment  legally 

fri^udulent  if  contained  in  the  deed,  is  equally  effective  if  shown  by 

other  proof. 
The  deposit  of  the  assignment  with  a  stranger,  after  complete  execution, 

to  hold  until  receipt  of  further  orders  from  the  assignor,  or  to  file  when, 

in  the  judgment  of  the  depositary,  it  should  be  for  the  best  interests  of 

all  creditors,  is  a  clear  reservation  of  the  power  to  revoke,  rendering  it 

void. 

Equity  Tenn^  June^  1884. 

Action  by  judgment  creditor  to  set  aside  general  assign- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  creditors. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  assignor,  Si>eth- 
mann,  being  insolvent,  and  intending  to  go  to  Europe  to  see 
his  creditor,  executed  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors,  without  preferences,  which  was  dated  and  acknowl- 
edged by  both  the  assignor  and  assignee  on  March  19,  1883^ 
The  instrument  contained  the  usual  acceptance  of  the  trust 
by  the  assignee.  The  assignment  was  not  delivered  at  the 
time,  and  was  not  intended  by  tlie  parties  to  take  effect  as  an 
assignment  on  the  date  thereof,  but  was  retained  by  the 
assignor  and  by  him  handed  to  his  attorney,  with  the  express 
direction  to  keep  it  until  further  orders  from  him,  or  until 
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said  attorney  thought  necessary  to  file  it  for  the  best  interest 
of  all  the  creditors.  The  assignor  sailed  for  Europe  on  March 
21,  1883,  and  immediately  thereafter  the  plaintiffs  began  an 
action  and  obtained  an  attachment  therein  against  the  property 
of  the  debtor  Spethmann,  on  the  ground  of  his  non-residence, 
After  the  levy  of  the  attachment  the  assignment  was  first 
delivered  by  the  assignor's  attorney  to  the  assignee,  and  was 
tliereupon  filed.  The  attachment  was  subsequently  vacated  on 
technical  grounds.  It  appeared  also  that  the  whole  stock  in 
trade  of  the  assignor  had,  prior  to  the  assignment,  been  con- 
signed to  the  firm  of  which  the  assignee  was  a  member,  and 
was  held  by  them  for  sale  on  commission  and  as  security  for 
advances  made  tliereon. 

FranTcenheimer  cfe  RosenhlCtU,  for  plaintiffs. 

Chainberlain^    Carter    c6    Hot^nlloioer^    for     defendant 
Winkhaus. 

Henry  Orasse^  for  defendant  Spethmann. 

■ 

Beach,  J.  — A  prompt  decision  of  this  case  seems  desirable, 
because,  if  postponed,  long  delay  will  unavoidably  result. 
For  that  reason  my  conclusion  is  briefly  stated  without  argu- 
ment. An  insolvent  assignment,  reserving  to  the  assignor 
power  of  revocation,  is  void  in  judgment  of  law  {Riggs  agt. 
Murray^  2  Johns.  Ch,^  565 ;  IS,  C,  15  Johna.^  671).  Any 
purpose  of  the  assignor  which  would  render  the  assignment 
legally  fraudulent  if  contained  in  the  deed,  is  equally  effective 
if  shown  by  other  proof  {Gasherle  agt.  AppU^  14  Abh,  Pr.  R.^ 
64).  The  deposit  of  the  assignment  with  a  stranger,  after  com- 
plete execution,  to  hold  until  receipt  of  further  orders  from  the 
assignor,  or  to  file  when,  in  the  judgment  of  the  depositary, 
it  sliould  be  for  the  best  interest  of  all  creditors,  is  a  clear 
reservation  of  the  power  to  revoke,  rendering  it  void.  TJiere 
may  be  another  reason,  in  that  no  immediate  delivery,  fol- 
lowed by  an  actual  and  continued  change  of  possession  of  the 
Vol.  LXVII         65 
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Selligman  et  al.  agt  Wallach  et  al, 

assigned  estate,  did  or  under  the  circnmstances  could  take 
place.     The  title  to  the  property  passed  upon  execution  by 
the  assignor  and  acceptance  by  the  assignee  {Oruat  agt.  Sed(/ 
wicky  1  Barb,,  210;  Butler  agt.  Stoddardy  7  Paige^  163; 
S.  C,y  20  Barl.y  505). 
Decree  for  plaintifiE,  with  costs. 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Jahbs  Sblliqmak  et  al.  agt.  Abraham  Wajllach  et  al, 

SupplemetUary  proceedings — Examination  of  debton  uiho  have  made  an 
aeeignmentfor  the  benefll  of  credUarenot  to  he  restricted  to  property  acquired 
mmoe  the  asaignment—Oode  of  CivU  Procedure,  sectums  2435.  2436,  2460. 

The  ezamination  of  debtor^  in  supplementary  proceedings,  who  had  made 
an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  should  not  be  restricted  to 
property  acquired  by  them  since  the  assignment,  but  may  cover  an 
inquiry  "concerning  their  property,"  whether  equitable  or  legal, 
including  their  property  transferred  to  another  with  the  apparent 
lintent  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  their  creditors. 

Special  Tentiy  October ,  1884. 

O'GoRMAN,  «7.  —  Defendants  being  examined  in  supple- 
mentary proceedings  ander  section  2435  of  the  Code,  claim 
that  the  examination  should  be  restricted  to  questions  relating 
to  property  acquired  since  the  general  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors.  In  this  assignment  the  wife  of  one  of 
the  defendants  and  the  daughter  of  the  ofher  defendant  are 
preferred  to  amounts  reaching  in  the  aggregate  $82,000,  con- 
stituting the  bulk  of  the  assets  of  the  defendants.  I  do  not 
think  that  such  a  restriction  would  be  proper.  The  sections 
of  the  Code  authorizing  the  examination  of  a  judgment 
debtor  provides  that  he  may  be  required  to  attend  and  be 
examined  "concerning  his  property"  {Sec8.  2435,  2436). 
The  attitude  of  the  parties  in  such  cases  is  this :  the  creditor 
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has  exhausted  the  ordinary  remedies  and  means  to  collect  his 
debt  —  by  judgment  and  execution  —  neither  the  sheriff  nor 
he  can  discover  any  property  subject  to  levy  without  examin- 
ation of  the  debtor  himself.  The  law  gives  the  creditor  the 
right  to  examine  the  debtor  "  concerning  his  property,"  mean- 
ing thereby  such  property  as  could  not  be  discovered,  and 
which  has  been  overlooked  or  hidden  or  put  beyond  the 
reach  of  creditor.  It  is  an  inquisitorial  proceeding  and  was 
meant  to  be  so. 

An  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  so-called,  is  too 
frequently  an  expedient  of  dishonest  debtoi's  and  in  order  to 
hinder,  delay  and  defraud  creditors,  and  when  made  with  that 
intention,  the  title  to  the  property  does  not  vest  in  the 
assignee,  but  is  still,  in  equity,  the  property  of  the  debtor  and 
subject  to  levy  under  execution.  The  claim  that  the  mere 
fact  of  the  debtors  having  made  a  general  assignment  of  his 
property,  stops  all  further  inquiry  on  the  part  of  the  creditor 
in  these  proceedings,  seems  to  me  untenable  and  inconsistent 
with  the  manifest  purpose  of  these  proceedings.  Such  seems 
to  be  the  opinion  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Lathrqp  agt. 
Clajpp  (40  N.  J'.,  33).  In  Mechanics  and  Trader^  Banh 
agt.  Jlealy  {14:  Weekly  Dig,,  120),  the  creditor  was  allowed 
to  show  by  examination  of  the  debtor  in  supplementary  pro- 
ceedings that  a  purchase  of  the  debtor's  property  was  not 
made  in  good  faith.  Property  of  the  judgment  debtor,  which 
had  become  vested  in  the  assignee  under  a  valid  assignment, 
cannot,  of  course,  be  reached  by  these  proceedings.  It  had 
ceased  to  be  the  property  of  the  debtor.  But  if  the  assign- 
ment bears  on  its  face,  or  in  the  circumstances  of  its  execution, 
any  of  the  ordinary  and  manifest  indications  of  fraud,  then 
by  examination  of  the  judgment  debtor  it  can  be  shown  that 
the  assignment  is  not  valid.  The  question  whether  or  not  the 
assigned  property  is  not  still  the  property  of  the  debtor  is  in 
doubt,  and  the  examination  may  be  directed  to  that  inquiry. 

The  provisions  of  section  2460  of  the  Code,  which  protect 
the  judgment  debtor  against  the  use  of  his  evidence  of  hie 
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own  complicity  with  any  fraudulent  transfer  of  his  property 
in  criminal  proceedings  against  him,  seemed  further  to  sus- 
tain the  opinion  I  have  above  expressed,  and  I  hold,  for  the 
purposes  of  this  motion,  that  the  examination  of  the  defend- 
ants in  this  case  must  not  be  restricted  to  property  acquired 
by  them  since  the  assignment,  but  may  cover  an  inquiry 
"concerning  their  property,"  whether  equitable  or  legal, 
including  their  property  transferred  to  another  with  the 
apparent  intent  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  their  creditors. 
The  scope,  and  extent,  and  nature,  and  mode  of  that  exam- 
ination must  be  subject  to  the  control  and  direction  of  the 
judge  or  referee  before  whom  the  examination  is  taken. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

John  Hurd,  appellant,  agt.  The  Hannibal  and  St.  Joseph 

Railroad  Company,  respondent. 

Undertakings  on  appeal  — OuararUy  of^  by  Fidelity  arid  CanuUiy  Company 

of  New  York,  approved. 

The  Fidelity  and  'Casualty  Company  of  New  York,  under  the  authority 
of  chapter  486  of  the  Laws  of  1881,  being  incorporated  under  the  general 
laws  of  the  state,  and  authorized  to  transact  business  by  way  of  guni^ 
anteeing  the  fidelity  of  persons  holding  positions  of  public  or  private 
trust,  have  authority  to  guarantee  bonds  or  undertakings  on  appeal, 
subject  to  Judicial  approval. 

The  act  has  necessarily  so  far  modified  the  provisions  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  requiring  two  sureties  in  such  an  undertaking,  as  to  dispense 
with  them  when  a  guaranty  of  this  description  may  be  given. 

It  is  error  for  the  court  to  refuse  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  examine  the 
officer  of  the  company  as  to  its  liability  to  enter  into  and  make  the 
guaranty  before  approving  or  disapproving  of  the  undertaking. 

JFirst  D^artinent,  Oeneral  Term^  Jvly^  188rt. 
Before  Davis,  P.  J.y  Brady  and  Daniels,  JJ. 
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Hurd  agt.  Hannibal  and  St.  Joseph  Railroad  Company.  • 

Appeal  from  an  order  allowing  and  accepting  the  guaranty 
of  the  Fidelity  and  Casualty  Company  of  New  York  as  bail 
upon  an  undertaking  given  on  an  appeal  from  a  judgment 
to  the  court  of  appeals. 

L.  B.  BonneU,  for  appellant. 

TJiomaa  S.  Moore,  for  respondent. 

Daniels,  J.  —  The  undertaking  is  in  the  form  prescribed 
by  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  on  an  appeal  from  a  judgment 
to  the  court  of  appeals.  It  was  given  and  executed  by  the 
defendant  in  its  corporate  capacity,  and  added  to  or  indoreed 
upon  it  was  a  guaranty  of  the  Fidelity  and  Casualty  Company 
o?  New  York,  by  which  it  guaranteed  the  pcrfonnance  of 
the  covenants  pJid  conditions  of  the  within  bond.  Tliis  guar- 
anty was  taken  under  the  authority  of  chapter  4S6  of  the 
Laws  of  1881,  by  which  any  sniTOgate,  judge,  sheriff,  district 
attorney  or  any  other  officer  having  authority  or  required  to 
approve  of  the  sufficiency  of  any  bond  or  undertaking,  may 
in  his  discretion  accept  a  bond  and  undertaking  and  approve 
the  same,  whenever  its  conditions  are  guaranteed  by  a  com- 
pany duly  organized  or  autliorized  to  do  business  under  the 
laws  of  this  state,  and  guarantee  the  fidelity  of  pei-sons  hold- 
ing positions  of  public  or  private  trust,  and  vesting  such 
corporation  with  full  power  to  guarantee  such  bonds  and 
undertakings.  This  language  was  clearly  so  broad  as  to  include 
the  undertaking  given  upon  the  appeal  in  this  action  ;  and  as 
the  company  was  a  corporation  having  authority  to  guarantee 
the  fidelity  of  persons  holding  positions  of  public  or  private 
trust,  it  was  by  this  act  empowered  to  make  the  guaranty  it 
did  of  this  undertaking.  The  act  has  been  objected  to  as  not 
being  sufficiently  broad  in  its  title  to  justify  the  enactment. 
It  is  entitled  an  "Act  to  facilitate  the  giving  of  bonds  required 
by  law."  But  as  bonds  and  undertakings  are  to  a  very  great 
extent  understood  to  be  convertible  terms,  the  title  of  the  act 
was  not  materially  deficient.     But  if  it  had  been  it  would  be 
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of  no  importance  for  tlie  reason  that  the  act  is  neither  a 
private  nor  a  local  law. 

The  power  and  ability  of  the  company  to  act  in  this  capa- 
city was  made  the  subject  of  investigation  by  the  general  term 
of  this  department,  and  as  it  appeai^ed  to  be  incorporated 
nnder  the  general  laws  of  the  state,  and  authorized  to  transact 
business  by  way  of  guaranteeing  the  fidelity  of  persons  holding 
positions  of  public  or  private  trust,  this  authority  to  guarantee 
bonds  or  undertakings  subject  to  judicial  approval  was  found 
to  exist,  and  it  was  accepted  as  competent  for  thr*!;  purpose. 

This  act  has  necessarily  so  far  modified  tiie  provisioD©  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  requiring  two  sureties  in  such 
an  undertaking,  as  to  dispense  with  them  when  a  guaranty  of 
this  description  may  be  given.  That  was  clearly  its  object 
as  to  all  bonds  and  undertakings.  It  was  to  substitute  the 
guai*anty  of  the  bond  in  place  of  the  liability  and  obligation 
of  the  sureties  otherwise  required  by  law. 

The  court  refused  to  permit  the  plaintijBE  to  examine  the 
officer  of  the  company  as  to  its  liability  to  enter  into  and 
make  the  guaranty.  This,  we  think,  was  erroneous.  Whc-n 
tiie  specific  objection  was  overruled  further  proceedings  siiould 
have  been  taken  to  examine  the  officers  on  behalf  of  the 
respondent,  if  he  so  desired,  and  thereupon  the  court  should 
have  approved  or  disapproved  of  the  undertaking. 

The  order  should  be  modified  accordingly,  and  as  so  modi- 
fied affirmed,  witliout  costs.. 

Davis,  P.  J.,  and  Brady,  J.,  concurred. 
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SURROGATE'S  COURT. 
In  the  estate  of  John  R.  Marshall,  deceased. 

Win  —  CoTMtrucHon  of — Executors  —  Wlien  not  precluded  from  enforcinjg  a 

daim  to  statutory  commissions. 

A  testator  by  his  will  appointed  A.  B.  and  C.  his  executors.  The  will 
contained  a  provision  in  substance. as  follows:  "It  is  my  request  that 
A.  B.  and  C.  will  consent  to  act  as  executors,  and  that  each  of  thein 
other  than  A.  do  also  take  and  receive  the  full  rate  of  commissions  pro- 
vided by  law  for  each  executor,  intending  thus  to  provide  suitable  com- 
pensation for  their^servlces  in  and  attention  to  the  duties  herein  devolved 
upon  them." 

J3J?W,  that  A.  was  not  precluded  by  the  language'above  quoted  from  enforc- 
ing a  claim  to  be  awarded  the  statutory  commissions,  even  though  the 
statutory  commissions  awardable  under  the  law  in  force  when  the  will 
was  executed  were  precisely  what  the  testator  provided  for  each  of  his 
executors  other  than  A. 

New  York  county^  Noveiribei'y  1884. 

Rollins,  8.  —  By  his  will,  dated  June  20,  1873,  this  testa- 
tor appointed  his  wife,  Eveline  G.  Marshall,  his  executrix, 
and  James  P.  Kemochan  and  John  A.  Kernochan  his  execu- 
tors. He  subsequently  added  to  this  list,  by  a  codicil  executed 
February  18,  1881,  the  name  of  John  J.  Wysong.  On  April 
20, 1881,  the  testator  died.  Between  that  date  and  October 
twenty-eight  next  following,  i;he  surrogate  issued  letters  testa- 
mentary to  each  of  the  four  persons  entitled  thereto. 

A  decree  judicially  settling  and  determining  the  accounts 
of  the  executors  is  now  about  to  be  entered,  and  the  question 
arises  whether  any  provision  should  be  made  therein  for  pay- 
ment of  commissions  to  Mrs.  Marshall.  The  account  itself 
contains  a  statement  verified  by  the  oaths  of  all  the  executoi-s 
to  the  effect  that  the  executrix  has  never  actively  participated 
in  the  management  of  the  estate.  This  allegation  is  denied 
by  one  of  her  objections  and  is  pronounced  to  be  "  incorrect 
and  misleading."    The  referee,  to  whom  were  submitted  the 
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various  issues  of  the  accounting,  found  by  liis  report  that  none 
of  Mrs.  Marshall's  objections  were  well  taken.  He  did  not 
refer  specifically  to  that  one  of  them  which  relates  to  the 
character  and  extent  of  her  services  as  executrix,  and  for  that 
reason,  perhaps,  none  of  her  exceptions  to  the  report  make 
any  reference  to  such  objection. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  is  insisted  that  the  surrogate 
in  deciding,  as  he  did  decide  several  months  since,  to  confirm 
in  all  things  the  referee's  report,  has  already  passed  adversely 
upon  the  very  claim  which  is  here  set  up  in  behalf  of  Mrs, 
Marshall. 

This  position  may  perhaps  be  technically  correct,  though 
upon  several  grounds  even  its  technical  correctness  may  well 
be  doubted.  But  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  surrogate  did 
not  discover  until  after  announcing  his  decision,  that  the 
question  of  Mrs.  Marshall's  right  to  commissions  was  involved, 
or  was  claimed  to  be  involved,  in  the  proceedings  before  the 
referee,  and  did  not  intend  in  declaring  his  approval  of 
the  referee's  report  to  determine  that  question,  it  will  be 
treated  as  if  it  were  now  for  the  first  time  presented  for  his 
consideration. 

If  this  executrix  has  any  just  claim  to  commissions,  her 
title  rests  upon  section  2736  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
as  amended  by  section  23,  chapter  535  of  the  Laws  of  1881. 

The  section,  as  thus  amended,  contains  the  following  pro- 
vision ;  "  Where  the  value  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  dece- 
dent amounts  to  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  or  more  over 
all  his  debts,  each  executor  or  administrator  is  entitled  to  the 
full  compensation  allowed  by  law  to  a  sole  executor  or  admin- 
istrator, unless  there  are  more  than  three,  in  which  case  the 
compensation  to  which  three  would  be  entitled  shall  be  appor- 
tioned among  them  according  to  the  services  rendered  by  them 
respectively."  In  the  present  case  it  is  undisputed  that  the 
value  of  the  testator's  estate,  in  excess  of  his  indebtedness,  is 
far  more  than  $  100,000.  In  the  absence,  therefore,  of  any  con- 
trary direction  in  the  will,  this  executrix  is  entitled  to  such  pro- 
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portion  of  three  full  commissions  as  her  services  bear  to  the 
entire  quantum  of  service  rendered  in  the  management  of  this 
estate.  It  is  claimed,  however,  that  by  the  terms  of  the  will 
she  is  prohibited  from  receiving  such  commissions  or  any 
commissions  whatever.  I  adhere  to  the  views  which  I 
expressed  in  Secor  agt.  Sentis  (5  jRedf.,  570),  and  in  Matter  of 
Gerard  {1  Derjiarest,  24:4),  that  a  testator  can  effectually  forbid 
the  payment  to  his  executors  of  any  compensation  for  their  serv- 
ices. It  becomes  necessary,  therefore,  to  examine  in  the  present 
case  that  article  in  the  will  which  is  claimed  to  deprive  this 
execntrix  of  rights  that  would  be  secured  to  her  in  the 
absence  of  such  article  by  the  provisions  of  the  statute  above 
quoted. 

I.  This  is  the  lansruage  of  the  will:  "It  is  my  request 
tliat  the  persons  herein  named  as  executors  will  consent  to  act 
as  sach  executors  and  trustees,  and  that  each  executor  and 
trustee,  other  than  my  wife^  do  also  take  and  receive  the  full 
I'ate  of  commissions  provided  by  law  for  each  executor, 
intending  thus  to  provide  suitable  compensation  for  their 
services  in  and  attention  to  the  duties  herein  devolved  upon 
them." 

Xow,  what  is  the  significance  of  the  expression  "  other  than 
my  wife,"  as  it  is  used  in  the  foregoing  sentence  ?  Of  course, 
the  wife  is  shut  out  from  aom^  category  in  which  the  two 
other  executors  are  included.  But  from  what  ?  The  testator 
does  not,  it  will  be  observed,  expressly  give  the  compensation 
indicated  by  his  will,  to  all  the  executors  except  his  wife. 
He  "  requests  "  that  such  executors  other  than  his  wife  shall 
"receive  and  take"  such  compensation.  Now,  with  what 
is  the  idea  of  exclusion,  involved  in  the  exception  "other 
than  my  wife,"  here  associated?  Is  it  associated  with 
the  word  "request"  or  with  the  words  "receive  and 
take?"  This  is  an  important  inquiry;  for  while  either 
construction  would  be  sensible  enough,  only  one  of  them 
could  operate  to  deprive  the  executrix  of  the  statutory  com- 
pensation. Has  the  testator  in  effect  said,  "  I  request  that  all 
Vol.  LXVII        66 
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my  executors  except  my  wife  shall  receive  and  take  fall 
commiBBions,  <&c.,  &c.,  and  I  request  that  my  wife  shall  7iot 
receive  and  take  such  commissions,"*  or  has  he  simply  said, 
"  I  request  that  all  the  executoi's,  except  my  wife,  shall  receive 
and  take  fuU  commissions,  but  as  to  my  wife  I  do  not  make 
such  request  f  "  For  aught  that  is  disclosed  by  the  terms  of 
the  will  itself,  and  I  have  nothing  else  to  guide  me  to  its  cor- 
rect interpi'etation,  the  somewhat  unusual  circumstance  that 
this  testator  cliose  to  supplement  the  clause  appointing  his 
execntors  with  another,  requesting  them  all  to  serve,  and  saw 
fit  also  to  request  the  Messrs.  Kernochan  to  '^  receive  and  take," 
as  his  executors,  the  commissions  for  which  he  made  special 
provision  in  their  behalf,  may  have  been  solely  due  to  some 
apprehension  on  his  part  that  without  these  strong  intimations 
of  his  wishes,  those  gentleman  might  refuse  to  act,  or  might, 
if  they  should  accept  the  trust,  refuse  to  accept  compensation. 
And  his  exclusion  of  his  wife,  therefore,  from  the  class  of 
those  whom  he  thus  requested  to  take  and  receive  commissions 
may  be  fully  explained  either  by  his  confidence  that  without 
injunctions  from  him  she  would  be  likely  to  demand  her  legal 
commissions,  or  by  his  indifference  as  to  whether  she  laid 
claim  to  them  or  not. 

Now,  if  there  be  two  interpretations  of  this  will,  by  one  of 
which  the  executrix  would,  and  by  the  other  of  which  she 
would  not,  be  slmt  out  from  receiving  compensation,  and  if 
both  interpretations  are  reasonable  and  consistent,  I  am  bound 
to  adopt  the  latter.  For,  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  she  has 
positive  right  to  compensation  unless  by  virtue  of  the  will  that 
right  is  taken  away.  And  the  will  does  not  so  operate  unless 
its  terms  are  necessarily  in  conflict  with  the  terms  of  the 
statute. 

II.  A  construction  which  would  thus  reconcile  the  provi- 
sions of  the  will  with  the  right  of  the  executrix  to  receive 
commissions  seems  to  me  to  bear  the  test  of  still  closer  scrutiny 
and  analysis. 

"Whatever  may  have  been  the  testator's  knowledge,  or  lack 
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of  knowledge,  when  he  made  the  will,  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
compensation,  which,  in  the  absence  of  a  special  provision  in 
that  instrument,  the  law  then  in  force  would  award  to  his 
executors,  and  whatever  standard,  concordant  with  that  fixed 
by  statute  or  variant  from  it,  he  may  have  supposed  that  ho 
was  establishing  as  regarded  the  two  Messi*s.  Kernochan,  the 
fact  remains  that  the  amount  of  commissions  to  which  those 
executors  would  have  been  entitled  under  the  law  then  in  force, 
was  in  no  respect  either  restricted  or  enlarged  by  the  directions 
of  the  will.  As  regarded  the  rate  of  commissions  upon 
estates  whose  value,  above  debts  and  liabilities,  was  not  less  than 
$100,000,  the  law  then  in  operation  was  section  8,  chapter  362 
of  the  act  of  1883,  which  declared  that  where  there  were 
several  executors  their  commissions  should  not  be  apportioned 
according  to  their  services,  but  that  each  executor  should 
be  entitled  to  the  commissions  of  a  sole  executor,  unless  the 
number  of  executors  sliould  exceed  three,  in  which  event  they 
should  each  take  an  equal  share  of  three  full  commissions.  ' 

AVhat  the  testator  says,  therefore,  is  this  and  nothing  more  : 
the  two  Messrs.  Kemochan  shall  each  have  as  executor  the 
same  compensation  that  he  could  lawfully  claim  if  remitted 
to  his  rights  under  existing  laws.  And  yet  in  spite  of  the 
fact  that  the  language  of  the  will  in  this  regard  is  quite  free 
from  ambiguity,  I  think  it  clear  that  the  testator  must  have 
supposed  that  he  was  providing  for  the  Messrs.  Kernochan 
othei  and  larger  compensation  than  that  established  by  statute. 
■The  last  clause  in  the  above  quotation  from  the  will  seems 
inexplicable  upon  any  other  hypothesis.  The  testator  there 
assigns  his  reason  for  giving  the  direction  contained  in  the 
clause  preceding.  He  declares  that  by  that  direction  he  has 
aimed  to  ^^ provide  suitable  compensation  ''*  for  the  services  of 
liis  executoi's.  Now  is  it  at  all  likely  that  the  insertion  in  his 
will  of  a  provision  which,  as  we  have  seen,  was  utterly 
unnecessary  and  ineffective  in  point  of  fact,  would  have  been 
accompanied  by  these  words  of  explanation,  if  such  provision 
had  been  known  to  be  unnecessary/  and  ineffective  by  the  testator 
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himself.  It  is  much  more  reajsonable  to  suppose  that  he  may 
have  been  unacquainted  with  the  statutory  provision  increas- 
ing the  rate  of  executors'  commissions,  in  cases  where  the 
estates  committed  to  their  charge  equaled  or  exceeded  $100,000 
in  value,  and  may  therefore  have  thought  that  unless  he  made 
special  provision  for  larger  compensation,  the  execntore  and 
executrix  would  be  together  entitled  to  no  more  than  a  single 
commission;  and  that  he  accordingly  made  use  of  the 
language  now  under  interpretation  with  the  mistaken  belief 
that  he  was  providing  for  each  of  the  two  Messrs.  Kemochan, 
as  "  suitable  compensation  "  for  the  services  which  he  should 
thereafter  render,  three  times  the  amount  which  those  services, 
measured  by  tlie  statutory  standard,  ob  the  testator  understood 
ity  would  entitle  him  to  receive.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
disputed  article  is  not  only  fairly  susceptible  of  this  construc- 
tion, but  is  hardly  consistent  with  any  other.  It  is  difficult 
to  believe  that  it  was  actually  its  exclusive  object,  afi,  upon  any 
theory  adverse  to  the  claim  of  the  executrix,  it  is  unquestion- 
ably its  exclusive  eff^ect,  to  deprive  Mrs.  Marshall  of  all  com- 
missions as  executrix.  If  the  words  "  other  than  my  wife  " 
constitute,  and  were  meant  to  constitute  the  whole  spirit  and 
essence  of  the  provision  in  dispute,  the  testator  certainly  took 
a  very  roundabout  and  intricate  course  for  accomplishing  a 
very  simple  and  definite  purpose.  "My  wife  shall  receive 
no  commissions  for  acting  as  my  executors  "  are  words,  for 
example,  which  would  have  eflEectually  served  his  purpose, 
and  would  have  utterly  cut  away  the  ground  on  which  rests 
the  present  contention.  These  words  of  explanation  furnish, 
therefore,  a  cogent  argument  in  support  of  the  claim  that  the 
exception  regarding  the  wife,  whatever  may  be  its  true  import, 
was  not  the  sole  object,  and  probably  not  the  principal  object 
of  the  provision  here  in  question.  For  it  is  a  significant 
circumstance  that  those  words  of  explanation  have  no  bear- 
ing whatever  upon  the  words  "other  than  my  wife,"  they 
relate  exclusively  to  the  clause  respecting  the  Messrs. 
Kernochan,  and  their  employment  by  the  testator  affords 
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therefore  strong  indication  that  in  his  estimation*  that  clause 
had  some  positive  force  and  effect,  and  was  accordingly  worth 
explaining. 

If  this  be  the  case,  if  the  testator  supposed  that  the  pro- 
vision for  which  he  saw  fit  to  assign  a  reason,  entitled  the 
Messrs.  Kemochan,  as  executors,  to  a  larger  compensation 
than  that  established  by  law,  it  is  clear  that  the  words  "  other 
than  my  wife  "  contain  no  necessary  implication,  and,  indeed, 
scarcely  convey  no  special  suggestion  that  for  executorial 
service  which  the  wife  might  thereafter  render  she  should  go 
wholly  unrewarded. 

?or  nobody  would  think  of  claiming  that  those  words 
indicated  a  disposition  on  the  testatoi*'s  part  to  deprive  his 
widow  of  whatever  commissions  the  law  might  allow  her, 
were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  it  is  just  such  commissions  as 
were  grantable  under  the  law  in  force  when  the  will  was 
executed,  no  more,  no  less,  no  other,  that  the  testator  expressly 
provides  for  the  unexcepted  persons. 

Suppose  that  after  naming  A.,  B.  and  C,  as  his  executors,  he 
had  provided  compensation  for  "  each  of  them  except  A."  by 
any  one  of  the  following  methods :  {a.)  By  giving  them  a 
specified  sum,  whether  just  equaling  the  amount  of  statutory 
commissions  or  largely  exceeding  it,  or  falling  far  short  of  it, 
it  matters  not ;  and  giving  such  sum  without  allusion  to  any 
provision  of  law  applicable  to  the  subject ;  or  (J.)  By  giving 
such  specified  sum  in  lieu  of  statutory  commissions;  or 
(o.)  By  giving  such  specified  sum  in  addition  to  statutory 
commissions ;  or  (rf.)  By  giving  such  compensation  as  would 
bear  some  specified  ratio  to  the  amount  of  statutory  commis- 
sions, as,  for  instance,  double  the  amount  of  such  commis- 
sions or  half  the  amount ;  in  any  of  those  cases,  if  indeed  in 
any  supposable  case  where  the  testamentary  compensation 
expressly  provided  for  B.  and  0.  was  not  hy  the  very  terms  of 
its  creation  precisely  that  which  the  law  would  have  given 
them  if  the  will  had  been  silent,  it  is  plain  that  despite  the 
words  of  exception  the  right  of  A.  to  statutory  commissions 
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would  be  in  nowise  impaired.  The  exception  would  exclude 
A.  from  the  enjoyment  of  the  particular  reward  which  the 
will  bestowed  on  his  fellow  executors  and  from  naught  beside. 

Now  it  seems  to  me  that  in  the  present  case  the  words 
"other  than  ray  wife"  must  be  construed  precisely  as  it 
would  have  been  necessary  to  construe  them  if  the  testator, 
by  that  article  of  the  will  wherein  they  appear,  had  in  fact 
provided^  as  in  my  judgment  he  plainly  intended  to  provide^ 
and  supposed  that  he  was  providing  a  special  rate  of  com- 
pensation for  the  Messrs.  fKemochan.  If  this  be  the  true 
interpretation  of  the  disputed  article,  then  the  rights  of  the 
executrix  are  precisely  what  they  would  have  been  if  the  will 
had  said  nothing  whatever  respecting  the  compensation  of 
any  of  the  persons  to  whose  care  the  testator  committed  the 
posthumous  estate.  She  is  entitled  to  a  portion  of  three  full 
commissions  —  such  portion  to  be  ascertained,,  as  has  been 
already  stated^  by  instituting  a  comparison  between  the  value 
of  services  she  has  rendered  in  this  administration,  and  the 
value  of  the  whole  service  rendered  up  to  the  present  time. 

A  reference  will  be  necessary  for  taking  testimony  upon 
this  question  of  fact,  unless  by  agreement  of  the  parties 
interested  it  shall  become  unnecessary. 


N.  T.  CITY  COURT. 
Morris  Seckendorf  et  al.  agt.  Andres  TV.  Ketchah  et  al. 

Attachment — FraudvUnt  disposition  of  prop&rty  —  Fhets  and  cireumstanca 

to  be  eonsidered  as  to  fraudulent  intent. 

On  October  16,  1884,  defendants  claimed  to  be  solvent,  and  to  have 
a  surplus  of  from  $10,000  to  $20,000.  The  following  day  they  executed 
a  bill  of  sale  of  their  entire  stock  in  trade,  fixtures,  ^.,  to  one  of  their 
wives  for  a  paid  consideration  of  one  dollar,  and  a  past  due  debt  of 
$7,500.  On  the  eighteenth  of  October  they  announced  their  suspen- 
sion and .  insolvency  to  their  creditors,  a  number  of  whom  procured 
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attacbmentB.  On  the  twentieth  of  October  they  nulde  a  general 
assignment : 

Held,  that  although  as  an  isolated  fact  the  sale  established  no  basis  for  an 
attachment,  yet,  in  view  of  the  circumstances,  the  transfer  was  not  a 
bona  fide  one,  and  was  made  with  no  honest  purpose,  and  the  attach- 
ments must  be  sustained. 

Also,  Tidd^  that  the  fact  that  the  sale  was  not  consummated  creates  no 
difference  in  law. 

Special  Termy  October^  1S84. 

Motion  to  vacate  an  attacliment^ 

Jloes  cfe  Morgan  {John  II.  Miller^  of  counsel)^  for  motion. 

Nathan  L.  Hahn^  opposed. 

Ha  WES,  J,  —  The  letters  of  the  defendants  addressed  to 
their  creditors,  as  well  as  all  the  admitted  facts  in  the  case, 
clearly  demonstrate  that  they  were  presumably  insolvent. 
This  in  itself,  either  as  an  admitted  or  concealed  fact,  would 
furnish  no  ground  for  an  attachment,  and  is  worthy  of  con- 
sideration only  as  an  incident  to  the  alleged  fraud.  The 
fmud  charged  is  that  the  defendants,  while  in  this  insolvent 
condition,  informed  plaintiffs  that  they  had  made  a  bill  of  sale 
of  their  property  on  the  day  before  to  Mrs.  E.  W.  Ketcham, 
the  wife  of  one  of  the  defendants,  for  the  nominal  considera- 
tion of  one  dollar,  and  that  if  their  creditors  brought  suits 
against  them  they  would  not  get  a  dollar,  as  Mrs.  Ketcham 
would  fight  any  and  all  law  suits  or  claims  against  the  property. 
This  is  denied  by  the  defendants,  but  it  is  admitted  by  them 
that  they  did  make  a  bill  of  sale  of  all  their  property  to  Mrs. 
Ketcham  on  the  day  alleged,  but  it  is  claimed  that  it  was  for 
a  past  due  debt  of  $7,500,  and  as  this  fact  is  not  denied,  it 
will  be  assumed  to  be  true  in  the  consideration  of  the  motion. 

A  sale  of  property  considered  as  an  isolated  fact  establishes . 
no  basis  for  an  attachment,  but  we  are  compelled  to  consider 
all  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  surround  the  transaction,' 
and  ascertain  from  them  whether  a  fraudulent  intent  has  been 
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established.  It  may  be  said,  by  way  of  parenthesis,  that  a 
party  may  have  had  an  innocent  purpose  in  so  far  a&  the  moral 
£jBpeet  of  the  case  is  concerned,  and  yet  the  law  in  considering 
the  admitted  facts  will  establish,  as  a  legal  consequence  of 
their  acts,  a  fraudulent  intent  in  so  far  as  creditors  are 
concerned. 

In  other  words,  a  legal  fraud  is  not  always  a  moral  one,  and 
I  make  this  suggestion  in  view  of  the  earnest  and  repeated 
assertion  of  the  defendant  that  he  intended  to  do  no  wrong. 
There  must,  of  course,  \)0  an  actual  and  not  a  constructive 
fraud  established,  but  this  arises  when  the  acts  done  create 
£8  a  logical  sequence  results  that  are  not  fairly  or  reasonably 
consistent  with  an  honest  purpose. 

Now  the  fact  is  that  defendant  Ketcham,  in  his  opposing 
aflSdavit,  states  that  he  is  owing  in  merchandise  debts  over 
$16,000,  and  he  further  swears  that  on  the  sixteenth  of 
October,  two  days  before  this  attachment  was  granted,  he  had 
in  stock  and  book  accounts  enough  to  pay  this  $15,000  and 
leave  a  balance  of  from  ten  to  twenty  thousand  dollars,  and 
yet  in  the  face  of  these  facts  he  transfers,  or  attempts  to 
transfer,  all  of  his  stock  to  his  wife  for  one  dollar  and  a  past 
due  debt  of  $7,500.  The  consideration  is  wholly  inadequate 
to  the  amount  of  property  transferred  as  stated  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  it  cannot  fairly  or  reasonably  be  deemed  a  hona  fide 
sale,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  transfer  was  made  at  a  time 
when  the  defendants  were  informing  their  creditors  of  their 
insolvency  and  suspension  of  payments  and  knew  from  the 
nature  of  things  that  their  creditors  would  take  immediate 
steps  to  enforce  their  claims. 

A  sale  for  a  consideration  of  one  dollar  may  be  a  valid  sale 
as  between  the  parties,  but  the  circumstances  which  surround 
this  case  lead  to  the  inevitable  conclusion  that  this  transfer 
was  placing  property  beyond  the  reach  of  creditors,  for  how- 
ever much  he  might  primarily  have  intended  it  as  a  payment 
to  Mrs.  Ketcham,  its  inevitable  effect  was  to  place  it  beyond 
the  reach  of  creditors  and  would  in  fact  be  a  coercive  measure 
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to  compel  creditors  to  take  less  than  the  defendants  could 
rightfully  and  legally  pay  and  deprive  them  of  their  claims 
altogether.  The  fact  that  the  sale  was  not  consummated 
creates  no  difference  in  law,  as  is  well  settled  by  a  long  line 
of  decisions. 

In  coming:  to  the  conclusion  that  this  attachment  should  be 
sustained  I  have  assumed  that  the  defendant's  version  of  the 
transaction  was  substantially  correct,  and  upon  his  own  version 
I  am  of  the  opinion  that  enough  has  been  done  by  him  to 
justify  a  denial  of  this  motion. 

I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  consider  tlie  plaintiff's  version 
of  the  transaction,  but  if  it  is  held  to  be  correct  a  determina- 
tion of  this  motion  is  very. quickly  reached. 

Motion  to  vacate  attachment  denied,  with  costs. 
Vol.  LXVII        67 
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67  ffOW.y  ANTEy  AND    QUESTIONS   OF  PRACTICE   CONTAINED 

IN  SI  AND  S2  Hun,  and  H  and  95  N.  Y.  Reports. 


Attention  Is  caUed  to  the  foar  additional  headings  ^  Cods  of  Pbockduxx/*  "  Cods 
ov  Civil  Pbocisubk/*  *'  Oodb  of  Cbxminal  PBOciDURa  **  and  **  Psmal  Code,**  nnder 
which  (for  the  convenience  of  the  reader)  will  be  found  collated  dedsiona  bearing  upon 
the  rariona  proylsions  of  the  Codea. 


ABANDONMENT. 

1.  Certiorari  is  the  proper  mode  of 
review  of  the  decision  of  a  magis- 
trate in  a  proceeding  against  a 
disorderly  person  for  abandoning 
his  wife,  under  section  890  of  the 
Code  of  Criminal  Procedure.  ( T?ie 
People  ex  rel,  Sherr&r  agt.  WaUh, 
ante,  482.) 

2.  Such  a  proceeding  is  not  a  crim- 
inal action  as  defined  in  that  Code, 
and  the  justice  before  whom  it  is 
brought  sits  as  a  magistrate  and 
not  as  a  court  of  special  sessions. 
No  appeal  is  given  in  such  pro- 
ceedings.   (Id.) 

8.  On  the  hearing,  the  fact  that  the 
wife  left  the  husband's  domicile 
is  not  decisive  of  the  question  of 
abandonment,  but  the  wife  may 
show  that  she  had  reasonable  cause 
to  leave,  and  if  it  appears  that  it 
was  unsafe  for  her  to  remain  in 
the  house  with  ^im  because  she 
was  in  imminent  danger  of  suffer- 
ing personal  violence  at  his  hands, 
her  case  is  made  out,  and  it  is 
therefore  error  on  the  part  of  the 
magistrate  to  exclude  such  testi- 
mony.   (Id.) 


APFIDAVIT. 

1.  The  afladavit,   required  by  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  {sec,  1279) 


to  accompany  the  case  on  sub- 
mission of  a  controversy  upon  ad- 
mitted facts,  must  be  made  by  one 
of  the  parties  where  there  is  a 
natural  person  a  party  by  whom 
it  may  be  made;  an  affidavit  of 
an  attorney  of  one  of  the  par- 
ties is  insumcient.  (BloomJieldAgL 
Ketcham,  95  ^.  F.,  657.) 


ALIMONT. 

1.  An  order  adjudging  the  defend- 
ant in  contempt  and  directing  his 
commitment  for  failure  to  j^ay  ali- 
mony awarded  by  the  judgment 
in  a  divorce  action  to  the  pi  am  tiff, 
need  not  contain  an  adjudication 
that  payment  of  the  alimony  could 
not  be  enforced  by  means  of  secu- 
rity or  the  sequestration  of  his 
property.  {Ryer  agt.  Ryer,  ante, 
869.) 

2.  Though  the  court  is  authorized 
to  relieve  a  party  from  further 
imprisonment,  when  it  appears  he 
is  unable  to  comply  with  the  direc- 
tion contained  in  the  judgment, 
vet  when  such  inability  arises  from 
his  having  contracted  a  second 
marriage  in  defiance  of  the  prohi- 
bition contained  in  the  judgment 
recovered  against  him  by  the 
plaintiff,  he  is  entitled  to  no 
favorable  consideration.    (Id,) 
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ANSWER. 

1.  Where  a  party  would  be  privileged 
from  testifying  as  a  witness  con- 
cerning the  matters  alleged,  be 
need  not  verify  bis  answer.    He  is 

grivileged  where  the  answer  will 
ave  a  tendencv  to  accuse  him  of 
a  crime  or  misdemeanor,  or  to  ex- 
pose him  to  a  penalty  or  forfeiture. 
{Frist  ei  al.  agt.  CUmm,  ante^  214.) 

2.  Conveying  property  in  fmud  of 
creditors  furnishes  an  exceptional 
case  by  force  of  section  52tf.    (/d.) 

8.  In  an  action  by  one  domestic  cor- 
poration against  another  domestic 
corporation  the  answer  was  as  fol- 
lows: **  The  defendant  answering 
the  complaint  of  the  plaintilf ,  upon 
information  and  belief,  alleges: 
Fii-st,  that  it  admits  that  both  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  are  domestic 
corporations ;  second,  it  denies 
each  atid  every  allegation  in  said 
complaint  contained:" 

Held,  that  the  answer  was  frivo- 
lous. It  did  not  deny  that  it  did 
not  have  knowledge  or  informa- 
tion sufficient  to  form  a  belief  of 
either  of  the  allegations  contained 
in  the  complaint.  Neither  did  it 
in  direct  terms  deny  either  of  such 
allegations.  It  was  so  substanti- 
ally defective  as  to  create  no  issue 
in  the  case.  {Pratt  Manufacturing 
Co.  agt.  Joi*dan  Iron  and  C/iemical 
Co,,  anU,  230.) 

4.  In  an  action  against  a  corporation, 
an  answer  verided  by  its  treasurer 
denying  upon  information  and  be- 
lief, each  and  every  allegation  of 
the  complaint,  except  the  allega- 
tion of  the  defendant's  incorpora- 
tion is  in  accordance  with  .the 
E resent  practice  and  creates  a  tria- 
le  issue  of  fact»  which  must  be 
disposed  of  by  a  trial  in  the  regular 
way.  {Maeaulei/  agt.  The  BromeU 
and  Barkley  Printing  Company, 
ante,  2o2.) 

6.  Where  the  complaint  was  upon  a 
promissory  note,  and  alleged  that 
it  was  *'  made  by  defendant  to  his 


own  order  for  value,  and  was  in- 
dorsed and  delivered  to  one  T., 
and  that  T.  indorsed  and  delivered 
the  same  before  maturity  to  D., 
as  plaintiff  is  informed  and  verily 
believes,  who  thereafter  and  before 
maturity  sold  and  delivered  the 
same  to  plaintiff."  And  the  an- 
swer was  a  denial  that  the  defend- 
ant made,  indorsed  and  delivered 
the  note  as  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint to  T.  for  value,  and  of  any 
knowledge  or  information  sum- 
cient  to  form  a  belief  of  tlie  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint  thai  said 
T.  before  maturity  or  at  any  time 
indorsed  and  delivered  the  said 
note  to  D.,  or  that  D.  sold  and 
delivered  the  same  to  plaintiff: 

Held,  that  the  issues  raised  by 
the  answer  are  material  and  the 
denials  cannot  be  stricken  out  as 
sham.  The  frivolous  character  of 
the  answer  must  be  apparent  with- 
out argument  to  make  it  frivolous. 
{Deuel  agt.  JSandford,  ante,  354.) 

6.  A  denial  in  an  answer  as  follows: 
"  Defendant  denies  each  and  every 
allegation,  averment  and  state- 
ment of  the  complaint,  except  such 
as  are  hereinafter  admitted,  quali- 
fied and  explained."  is  bad  when- 
ever the  objection  is  raised  by, 
demurrer  or  special  motion.  {Pot-' 
ier  agt.  Frail,  ante,  44o.) 

7.  NVhere  defendant  in  his  answer 
denies  *'  speciflc^lly  each  and  every 
allegation  of  the  complaint,  except 
those  hereinafter  admitted,  quali- 
fied or  explained:" 

Held,  that  this  form  of  denial  is 
bad  and  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint must  be  held  to  be  admitted 
by  the  defendant  {Callanan  agt 
GUman,  ante,  404.) 


APPEAL. 

1.  Where  there  is  conflicting  evi- 
dence on  a  question  of  fact  m  the 
court  below,  this  court  will  review 
the  evidence  and  reverse  the  Judg- 
ment appealed  from,  where  it  is 
clearly  against  the  weight  of  evi- 
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dence.    (Macniffe  agt.  LuddingUm, 
ante,  18.) 

2.  Although  the  Code  provides  that 
an  appeal  must  be  taken  from  the 
order  denying  a  new  trial,  an  ap- 
peal taken  before  the  judnnent  of 
reversal  is  entered  is  inef^ctual  to 
review  the  judgment.  (Vernon  et 
cU.  agt.  Palmer,  ante^  18.) 

8.  The  common  pleas  in  reviewing 
orders  upon  appeals  from  the  city 
court  like  the  court  of  appeals  in 
reviewing  orders  on  appeal  from 
the  superior  city  courts,  decline  to 
review  the  discretion  exercised  by 
the  court  below.  Where  the  order 
involves  a  question  of  discretion 
in  the  court  oelow  it  is,  therefore, 
not  appealable.  ( Walsh  agt.  ScJiulz, 
ante,  186.) 

4.  If  an  appeal  be  taken  in  such  a 
case  it  Will  be  dismissed.    {Td.) 

See  Undertaking. 

Binhd  agt.  Weltle,  ante,  80. 

5.  The  defendant,  to  stay  all  pro* 
ceedings  upon  a  judgment  rccov" 
ered  against  him,  pending  an  ap- 
peal taken  by  him  therefrom,  gave 
an  undertakmg,  with  sureties,  pro- 
viding for  the  payment  of  all 
costs  and  damages  which  might  be 
awarded  against  him  on  said  ap- 
peal, not  exceeding  $500,  and  that 
if  the  judgment  appealed  from, 
or  any  part  thereof,  should  be 
affirmed,  or  the  appeal  be  dis- 
missed, he  would  pay  "the  sum 
recovered,  or  directed  to  be  paid 
by  the  affirmance,  or  the  part 
thereof  as  to  which  it isafflrmed :" 
Held,  that  the  undertaking  was 
insufficient  as  it  failed  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  section 
18,i7  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure; that  it  should  have  pro- 
vided that  in  case  the  judgment 
appealed  from,  or  any  part  thereof, 
was  affirmed  or  the  appeal  dis- 
missed, he,  the  appellant,  would 
pay  '*  the  sum  recovered  or 
directed  to  be  paid  by  the  Judg- 
ment or  aj*der,  or  the  part  thereof 


as   to   which    it   was  affirmed.*' 
{EoUistffr  agt.  MeMiU,  81  Hun,  G2U.) 

6.  Undertaking,  execution  of,  by 
one  surety  upon  the  condition  that 
another  shall  be  procured  —  when 
such  surety  may  set  up  a  breach 
of  the  condition  as  a  defense  to 
an  action  upon  it.  {See  Orimwood 
agt.  Wilson,  81  Hun,  215.) 

7.  Election  of  remedies  —  once  made 
is  irrevocable  —  when  the  issuing 
of  an  execution  upon  a  judgment, 
pending  an  appeal,  is  a  waiver  of 
all  right  to  resort  to  an  undertak- 
ing given  thereon.  {See  CoUitis 
agt.  BaU,  81  Hun,  187.) 

8.  Motion  —  a  decision  of  one  jus- 
tice cannot  be  reviewed  at  a 
special  term  held  by  another — 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  section 
1002.  (See  TanstaU  agt.  Winston, 
81  Hun,  225.) 

9.  Justices'  court  —  entry  of  a  judg- 
ment for  too  large  an  amount  — 
power  of  the  successful  party  to 
remit  a  part  of  it  —  costs  of  an  ap- 
peal to  the  county  court.  (See  Allen 
agt.  Swan,  82  liun,  863.) 

10.  Highway  —  encroachment  upon 
it  —  certilicate  of  a  jury  sum- 
moned under  section  105  of  1  Re- 
vised Statutes,  622  —  question  as 
to  whether  an  appeal  lies  there- 
from to  the  county  court  —  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  section  8041. 
(See  Commissioners  of  Jamaica  agt. 
VanAUen,  ^l  Hun,  61.) 

11.  Appeal  —  does  not  lie  from  an 
order  sustaining  a  demurrer  — 
when  the  facts  stated  iu  a  com- 
plaint constitute  but  a  single  cause 
of  action.  (See  Welch  agt.  Piatt,  32 
Hun,  194.) 

12.  Bond  given  by  a  deputy  to  the 
sheriff—  the  deputy  is  not  liable 
for  the  costs  of  an  unsuccessful 
appeal,  taken  by  the  sheriff  with- 
out the  deputy's  consent.  (See  Gon- 
Tiers  agt.  Keese,  82  Hun,  98.; 
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18.  Award — appeal  from  an  order 
confirming  the  report  of  arbi- 
trators, or  from  the  judgment  en- 
tered thereon  —  upon  what  papers 
it  must  be  heard  —  no  case  can  be 
proposed  or  served.  {See  Matter  of 
Foole  agU  Johnson,  82  Hun,  215.) 

14.  What  errors  can  be  corrected 
upon  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of 
the  surrogate  on  the  final  settle- 
ment of  an  executor's  accounts, 
without  any  case  being  prepared 
and  settled  —  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, section  998.  (See  Matter  of 
JackBon,  82  Hun,  200.) 

15.  Decision  of  an  issue  of  fact  by 
a  surrogate — he  must  file  findings 
of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  — 
Code  of  Civil  Procednre,  section 
2545  —  what  papers  Eiust  be  pre- 
sented to  the  ffenenL.  term  on  an 
appeal  from  his  de::islon.  {See 
Waldo  agt.  Walcio,  82  An,  251.) 

16.  By  a  town  to  the  board  of  state 
assessors  —  1880,  chapter  84  — 
power  of  the  board  of  supervisors 
to  audit  the  costs  and  expenses 
incurred  on  the  appeal  —  an  audit 
once  made  cannot  be  revoked. 
{See  People  ex  rel,  BurTians  agt  Su- 
permors,  82  Hun,  607.) 

17.  Laying  out  a  private  road  —  ap- 
peal from  the  decision  of  the 
commissioner  of  highways  —  pre- 
sumption in  favor  of  regularity  — 
upon  the  hearing  of  a  certiorari 
the  record  only  can  be  consider- 
ed—  power  of  the  referees  ap- 
pointed by  the  county  judge  on 
such  an  appeal  to  consider  the 
damages  of  the  landowner.  {See 
People  ex  rel.  Cashman  agt.  Heddon, 
82  Han,  299.) 

18.  The  general  term  of  the  supreme 
court  nas  no  authority  on  appeal 
to  determine  the  amount  of  un- 
settled damages  ;  at  least  where 
no  facts  are  found  below  upon 
which  an  estimate  as  to  the  true 
amount  can  be  made.  {Andrewe 
agt  Tyng,  94  N.  JT.,  16.) 


19.  In  an  equity  action  brought  to 
set  aside  alleged  fraudulent  con- 
veyances maae  by  a  judgment 
debtor,  the  defendant  is  not  en- 
titled to  a  jury  trial.  The  court 
may  frame  issues  and  direct  them 
to  be  tried  before  a  jury,  but  this 
is  in  its  discretion,  and  its  deter- 
mination is  not  the  subject  of 
review.  {Wright  agt  Nostrand^ 
94  N,  T.,  81.) 

2^.  On  trial  of  an  action  for  libel, 
where  the  alleged  libelous  pub- 
lication contained  charges  injuri- 
ous to  plaintiff's  character  and  to 
his  business,  and  the  complaint 
averred  that  by  reason  of  the  libel 
plaintiff  had  been  greatly  injured 
in  his  business  by  the  loss  of 
good-will  and  patronage,  plaintiff 
was  permitted  to  testity  as  a  wit- 
ness that  immediately  after  the 
publication  his  business  fell  off, 
and  to  state  the  amount  of  his 
daily  sales  up  to  and  immediately 
after  such  publication.  The  ques- 
tions were  objected  to  generally: 
Held,  defendant  could  not  object 
on  appeal  that  the  complaint  was 
not  specific  enough  to  authorize 
proof  of  special  damage.  {Berg- 
mann  agt  Jones,  94  N.  T.,  51.) 

21.  An  order  of  general  term  afllrm- 
ing  an  interlocutory  judgment  is 
not  appealable.  {Baynor  agt  Ray- 
nor,^N,  7.,  248.) 

22.  An  order  of  general  term,  vacat- 
ing the  report  of  commissioners 
appointed  in  proceedings  by  a 
railroad  corporation  to  acquire 
title  to  lands  and  the  confirmation 
thereof,  and  directing  a  new  ap- 
praisal before  new  commissioners, 
is  not  reviewable  here.  {In  re  N, 
r,  W.  S.  db  B.Ji.  Co,,  94  Jf.  r., 
287.) 

23.  The  general  term,  however,  has 
no  power  on  appeal  by  the  com- 
pany from  the  order  of  confirma- 
tion to  award  costs  against  the 
owners.    (Id,) 

ZL  Where  costs   are  awarded,  bo 
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much  of  the  general  term  order  is 
reviewable  here ;  but  this  does 
not  confer  jurisdiction  to  review 
the  whole  order.    (Id.) 

25.  An  appellant  is  simply  bound  to 
present  his  case  to  the  general 
term  upon  the  case  as  settled,  and 
to  this  court  upon  the  same  record ; 
he  is  not  bound  to  print  matter 
proposed  by  the  respondent  as  an 
amendment  to  the  case  but  dis- 
allowed by  the  trial  ludge.  (KU- 
fMT^gC  N.  T,  C.dKKILKM 
N.  TT,  495.) 

26.  It  is  not  the  object  of  the  clerk's 
minutes  to  indicate  the  legal  ques- 
tions raised  upon  a  trial  and  deter- 
mined by  the  court,  and  they  can- 
not, therefore,  be  properly  referred 
to  to  ascertain  the  grounds  of  de- 
cision. (8coU  agt.  Morgan^  94  N, 
r.,  508.) 

27.  After  trial  of  an  action  on  con- 
tract, and  after  the  decision  of  the 
court,  but  before  judgment,  an 
order  of  arrest  was  i^ued  and 
served  \  it  was  granted  on  affida- 
vits establishing  fraud  prima  facie : 
Hdd,  that  the  order  was  in  time  ; 
and  that  although  the  averments 
in  said  affidavits  ^ere  denied  by 
defendant's  opposing  affidavits, 
the  questions  oi  fact  were  for  the 
court  below  to  pass  upon,  and  its 
determination  was  not  reviewable 
here.  (Humphrey  agt  Hayes,  94 
N,  r.,  694.) 

28.  Where  a  judgment  entered  upon 
the  report  of  a  referee  is  reversed 
by  the  general  term,  upon  ques- 
tions of  fact,  in  reviewing  its  de- 
cision here  the  decision  of  the 
referee  will  be  upheld,  unless  it 
appears  to  be  manifestly  against 
or  contrary  to  evidence.  If  it  ap- 
pear, upon  examination  of  the 
whole  evidence  presented  by  the 
record,  that  it  has  force  sufficient 
to  uphold  the  flndines  of  the 
referee,  or  if  the  evidence  is  so 
balanced,  it  can  be  seen  that  infer- 
ences drawn  from  the  appearance 
and  manner  of  testifying  of  the 


witnesses  might  turn  the  scale,  it 
may  be  assumed  that  there  were 
circumstances  of  the  kind  proper 
for  the  consideration  of  the  referee, 
and  that  thev  affected  his  deter- 
mination, and  in  such  case  his  con- 
clusions will  be  sustained.  (Sher- 
wood  agt  Haueer,  94  N.  F.,  626.) 

29.  When  order  improperly  granted 
allowing  receiver  of  a  firm  to  come 
in  and  defend  an  action  against 
members  of  firm  and  when  review- 
able here.  (See  Honegger  agt 
WelUtdii,  94  N.  F.,  252.) 

80.  Costs  of  unsuccessful  appeal  by 
testamentary  trustee  from  decree 
of  surrogate  in  proceedings  to 
compel  him  to  account,  may  be  ■ 
imposed  upon  him  individually. 
(Bee  InreMcOarter,  94  N.  7.,  558.) 

81.  Qeneral  objection  to  evidence 
not  available  on  appeal  save  where 

V  the  objection  could  not  have  been 
obviated  had  it  been  specified. 
(See  GoUeran  agt  Kennedy^  94  N, 
r.  [.ifem.],  634.) 

82.  Judgment  in  action  to  vacate 
assessment,  where  assessment  is 
less  than  $500  not  reviewable  here. 
(See  Bogevs  agt.  .VtUage  of  Sandy 
IM,  UN.  Y: [Mem.],  638.) 

88.  Where  on  appeal  from  order  of 
general  term  denying  motion  to 
dismiss  appeal  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  order  is  not  one  in  discre- 
tion of  that  court  it  is  not  review- 
able here.  (See  McKenna  agt 
Bolger,  U  N.  T.  [M&m  ],  641.) 

84.  Where,  upon  appeal  from  a  sur* 
rogate's  decree  settling  the  ac- 
counts of  executors,  the  account 
is  not  reopened,  but  is  sent  back  to 
be  readjusted  as  to  certain  items, 
the  decree  is  conclusive  as  to  all 
of  the  questions  passed  upon,  and 
not  so  referred  back  for  re-exam- 
ination or  correction,  and  they 
may  not  be  litigated  upon  the 
second  hearing.  (Adair  2t%L  Brim- 
nw,  95  N.  r.,  85.) 
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85.  Where  in  an  action  to  foreclose 
a  mortgage  the  court  directs  any 
matter  of  fact  to  be  tried  by  a  juiy 
as  authorized  by  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  {iecs.  823,  »7I .  1003),  and 
where  after  such  trial  the  court 
disregards  the  verdict  and  makes 
its  own  findings,  the  case  is  to  be 
reviewed  on  appeal,  on  the  find- 
ings and  decisions  of  the  court,  as 
if  there  had  been  no  submission 
of  any  fact  to  the  jury.  {CarrxH 
agt.  DeinUl,  95  K  r.,  252.) 

86.  On  appeal  to  this  court  from  a 
judgment  of  general  term  affirm- 
ing a  surrogate's  decree,  the  evi- 
dence may  be  looked  into  only  for 
the  purpose  of  seeing  whether 
there  is  competent  evidence  to 
support  the  conclusions  of  fact 
found  by  the  surrogate;  if  such 
evidence  is  found,  the  court  is  con- 
cluded by  the  findings.  (In  re  Cot- 
treU,  95  JV".  F.,  829.) 

87.  Under  the  provision  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  (see,  2545),  de- 
claring that  no  decree  or  order  of 
a  surrogate  shall  be  reversed  for 
error  in  admitting  or  rejecting  evi- 
dence ''unless  it  appears  to  the 
appellate  court  that  the  exceptant 
was  necessarily  prejudiced  there- 
by,*' when  incompetent  evidence 
has  been  received,  or  competent 
evidence  rejected,  and  it  appears 
that  the  evidence  was  important 
and  material,  and  the  court  of 
review  cannot  say  that,  notwith- 
standing the  error,  the  judgment 
is  right,  or,  if  it  entertain  a  rea- 
sonable doubt,  a  case  is  presented 
where  the  party  excepting  was 
*•  necessarily  prejudiced,"  and  the 
error  requires  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment.  (In  re  Smith,  ^^N,  Y,, 
610). 

88.  Where  a  notice  of  appeal  from  a 
final  judgment  does  not  specify 
and  gives  no  notice  of  an  intention 
to  review  an  interlocutory  judg- 
ment, the  latter,  as  to  all  points 
covered  thereby,  is  to  be  taken  as 
the  settled  law  of  the  case,  and  is 
not  open  for  review  upon  the  ap- 


peal (Oode  of  CM  Procedure,  aeee. 
1801,1810).  (Beese  tigU  JSmyth,  95 
N.  y.,  645.) 

89.  An  order  of  general  term  grant- 
ing a  new  trial  in  a  case  trien  by  a 
jury  is  not  appealable  to  this  court, 
where  a  material  and  controverted 
question  of  fact  was  involved, 
upon  which  the  general  term 
might  have  granted  the  new  trial; 
and  although  both  parties  desire 
it,  such  an  appeal  will  not  be  en- 
tertained. (Bronk  agt.  Tf.  Y.  and 
N,  K  R.  E.  Co,,  95  If.  Y,  o56.) 

40.  An  application  for  an  order  dis- 
pensing with  or  limiting  the  secu- 
rity required  to  stay  execution  on 
appeal  to  this  court  may  not  bs 
made  here,  but  should  be  made  to 
the  court  **in  or  from  which  the 
appeal  is  taken"  (Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  see.  1812).  (Hals  agt. 
PieekskiU  Samngs  Bank,  95  N.  Y, 
675.) 

41.  A  question  not  presented  by  the 
case  on  appeal  may  not  be  raised 
by  affidavit.  (See  Meese  agt  Smiih 
iMem.l,  95  N,  Y,  049.) 

42.  Order  of  general  term  denying 
motion  for  an  order  requiring  re- 
ceiver of  an  insolvent  corporation 
to  refund  assessment  upon  stock 
paid  by  a  stockholder,  which  as- 
sessment was  thereafter  adjudged 
to  be  illegal,  when  not  appealable 
to  this  court  (See  In  re  Ensign 
[Mem,^,  95  N,  Y,  604.) 


APPORTIONMENT  OP  RENT. 

1.  The  city  leased  to  the  defendants, 
for  wharfage  purposes,  the  south 
side  of  pier  No.  61,  North  river, 
for  a  term  of  years,  ending  in  1875, 
the  rent  payable  quarterly,  on  the 
first  days  of  August,  November, 
February  and  May.  There  was  a 
proviso  in  the  l^ase  that  the  lessors 
might  at  any  time  "  set  apart  for 
their  use  any  or  all  of  such  wharves 
as  they  may  require,"  the  right  to 
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the  part  of  the  premises  so  re- 
quired  to  vest  in  the  city  for  all 
purposes,  on  notice  being  civen  to 
the  lessees  by  the  comptroller,  the 
rent  thereafter  to  be  equitably  re> 
duced  proportionate  to  the  part  of 
the  premises  not  taken.  On  the 
nth  of  October,  1873,  notice  was 
served  requiring  the  whole  of  the 
premises,  and  the  city  took  pos* 
session,  in  this  action  to  recover 
the  proportionate  amount  of  rent 
accruing  between  August  first  and 
October  ninth: 

Heid,  that  there  can  b«  no  re- 
covery, because,  in  the  absence  of 
a  statute,  or  an  express  agreement 
to  that  effect,  rent  cannot  be  ap- 
portioned in  respect  to  time.  The 
act  of  1875,  providing  for  an  appor- 
tionment of  rents,  has  no  appli- 
cation to  leases  executed  before 
that  date.  {7' he  Mayor,  <t6.,  «gt 
Keichum  et  al.y  anUy  161.) 


ARBITRATION. 

1.  During  the  pendency  of  this 
action  the  parties  thereto  signed 
a  written  agreement  by  which 
they  agreed  to  leave  all  their  dif- 
ferences to  ♦hree  arbitrators  there- 
in named,  and  that  their  douislon 
should  be  final.  The  agreement 
was  not  acknowledged  but  was 
signed  by  the  parties  and  three 
witnesses:  liM^  that  the  agree- 
ment, operated  as  a  discontinu- 
ance of  the  action,  and  that  the 
fact  that  one  of  the  arbitrators 
refused  to  act  and  that  one  of  the 
parties  refused  to  appear  before 
the  arbitrators,  did  not  prevent  it 
from  having  that  effect.  {McKuU 
ty  agt  SoUey,  31  Run,  17.) 


ARREST. 

1.  Where,  in  an  action  in  a  district 
court  upon  contract,  an  order  of 
arrest  has  beep  granted  upon  facts 
(shown  by  affidavits)  extrinsic  to 
the  cause  of  action,  and  such  order 
of  arrest  has  not  been -vacated,  the 


plaintiff  need  only  prove  on  the 
trial  his  money  demand,  and  is 
then  entitled  to  a  judgment  sub- 
jecting the  defendant  to  execution 
against  his' person.  {Sltm  agt. 
i&M,  ante^  199.) 

2.  In  an  action  upon  contract  the 
imperative  requirement  is,  that  it 
must  be  alleged  in  the  complaint 
that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of 
fraud.  [Straus  agt.  Kreis,  anle^ 
275.) 

8.  Where  there  is  no  complaint  pre- 
sented with  the  motion  for  the 
arrest,  and  the  affidavits  do  not 
aver  what  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  were,  the  order  of  arrest 
will  be  vacated.    {Id,) 

4.  In  the  cases  where,  under  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  {sec,  550). 
the  right  to  arrest  depends  upon 
facts  extrinsic  the  cause  of  action, 
and  where  no  execution  against 
the  person  can  issue  unless  an 
order  of  arrest  has  been  obtained 
and  executed  before  judgment, 
these  extrinsic  matters  need  not 
be  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and 
if  alleged,  are  immaterial  to  the 
cause  of  action  and  need  not  be 
prcr»'ed  upon  the  trial.  {SegdJcen 
agt.  Meyer,  81 N,  Y„  473.) 

5.  As  the  act  of  1879  {chap.  542, 
2jaw8  of  1879),  amending  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure {see,  549)  in  reference  to 
arrest,  by  authorizing  an  arrest  in 
an  action  on  contract  where  fraud 
is  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and 
declaring  that  where  such  an  alle- 
gation is  made,  plaintiff  cannot 
recover  without  proving  fraud, 
by  its  terms  {see.  2),  does  not  apply 
to  actions  theretofore  commenced, 
it  is  not  essential  in  such  an  action 
where  the  defendant  has  been 
arrested  on  affidavits  charging 
fraud,  to  amend  the  complaint  by 
inserting  therein  allegations  of 
fraud,  nor  is  it  necessaryto  prove 
the  fraud  on  the  trial.  (Humphrey 
agt.  Hayes,  94  JV.  r.,.594.) 
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6.  After  trial  of  an  action  on  con- 
tract and  after  the  decision  of  the 
court,  but  before  judgment,  an 
order  of  arrest  was  issued  and 
served ;  it  was  granted  on  afflda- 
yits  establishing  fraud  prima  fade: 
Held,  that  the  order  was  in  time  ; 
and  that  although  the  averments 
in  said  affidavits  were  denied  by 
defendant's  opposing  affidavits, 
the  questions  of  fact  were  for  the 
court  below  to  pass  upoD,  and  its 
determination  was  not  reviewable 
here.    (Id,) 


ASSAULT  AND  BATTERY. 

1.  A  warrant  of  commitment  recit- 
ing a  conviction  for  the  crime  of 
assault  and  battery  and  a  sentence 
to  imprisonment  thereon  \b  valid. 
{People  agU  Chray,  ante,  450.) 


ASSESSMENT  AND  TAXATION. 

1.  If  the  ordinance  for  the  pavement 
of  a  street  is  passed  without  au- 
thority of  law,  the  execution  of 
the  work  can  be  prevented  by  ap- 
propriate application  to  the  court. 
A  party  not  having  availed  him- 
self of  his  legal  rights  in  that 
respect  is  precluded  by  section  903 
of  the  Consolidation  Act  from  ask- 
ing to  have  the  assessment  vacated. 
(Maiter  of  Smth.  ante,  501.) 

2.  Where  there  is  nothing  by  which 
the  court  can  determine  the  extent 
to  which  an  assessment  has  been 
increased  by  reason  of  fraud  or 
substantial  error,  under  section 
903  of  the  Consolidation  Act  it 
can  neither  vacate  nor  reduce  an 
assessment.    {Id.) 


ASSIGNMENT. 

1.  When  a  debtor,  in  failing  circum- 
stances, has  made  an  assignment 
of  his  estate  for  the  payment  of  his 
debts,  his  creditors  may  come  in 
under  the  assignment  and  insist 


that  the  assignee  shall,  with  fidel- 
ity, execute  the  trust  in  pursuance 
oi  the  instrument.  Or  the  cred- 
itors may  stand  aloof,  refusing  to 
recognize  the  validity  of  the  in- 
strument on  the  ground  of  actual 
fraud  or  other  illegality,  and  they 
may  institute  appropriate  pro- 
ceedings at  law  or  in  equity  to  test 
the  vaudity  of  the  assignment  in 
the  courts.  (Cavanagh  agU  Mor- 
row, ante,  241.) 

2.  Creditors  have  an  election  as  to 
which  course  they  will  adopt 
They  cannot  pursue  both.  Cred- 
itors cannot  m  one  moment  take 
steps  in  recognition  of  the  as- 
signment, and  in  the  line  of  its 
strict  enforcement,  according  to 
its  t«rms,  and  seek  to  hold  the 
assignee  to  its  performance,  and 
in  the  next  repuaiate  it  as  fraudu- 
lent and  void.    (Id) 

8.  An  election  may  be  implied  from 
the  facts  and  circumstances  of 
the  case,  and  when  an  election  is 
made  it  is  irrevocable.  Creditors 
may  express  their  election  to  come 
in  under  an  assignment  in  several 
ways:  **  by  giving  notice  to  the  as- 
signee of  the  acceptance  of  it," 
and  less  foFmally  by  simply  pre- 
senting their  claims  to  the  assignee 
for  payment  or  dividend.  By  com- 
ing in  under  a  voluntary  assign- 
ment, creditors  express  their  elec- 
tion to  accept  of  its  provisions, 
and  are  considered  as  acquiescing 
in  the  disposition  made.  (Id) 
» 

4.  The  act  of  a  creditor  in  verifying 
his  claim  and  presenting  it  to  an 
assignee  is  a  recognition  of  the 
lawfulness  of  his  title  to  the  as- 
signee's estate,  and  of  his  right  to 
administer  the  same,  in  payment 
of  the  debts  of  the  assignor,  as 
provided  for  in  the  instrument. 
And  when  a  creditor,  having  veri- 
fied his  claim  and  presented  it, 
goes  further  and  becomes  a  party 
to  a  proceeding  for  an  accounting 
by  the  assignee,  under  the  statute, 
and  exercises  the  right  to  scru 
tinize  the  accounts  and  to  inter- 
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§096  objections  to  payments  and 
isbursements  made  by  the  as- 
signee, he  should  be  held  to  have 
acqCiiesced  in  the  fact  of  the  as- 
signment by  the  debtor  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  and  the  le- 
gality of  such  assignment,  so  as 
to  be  estopped  from  claiming  that 
it  was  fraudulent  in  its  inception. 
(Id) 

5.  In  a  general  assignment  by  a  part- 
nership a  preference  of  an  indi- 
vidual creditor  of  one  partner 
invalidates  the  whole  deed;  at 
Icastp  when  alterations  in  the 
books  of  the  firm  clearly  indicate 
a  fraudulent  intent.  (Windmuller 
agt.  Dodge  A  Sinclair ^  ante,  258.) 

6.  An  unliquidated  claim  for  dam- 
ages is  not  provable  against  an 
assigned  estate  in  the  hands  of 
nssi^ee.  {In  the  Matter  of  (he 
Asstgnment  of  Henry  Adame,  etc., 
ante,  284.) 

7.  Insolvent  proceedings  extend  only 
to  such  debts  as  were  due  at  the 
time  of  the  assignment.  Such 
debts  must  be  specific  and  certain 
sums  of  money  to  which  the  cred- 
itor can  make  oath  as  being  justly 
due  or  to  become  due  at  some  spe- 
cific time;  and  unless  the  creditor, 
at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  be 
able  to  produce  and  verify  such 
debt,  he  will  not  be  entitled  to 
receive  from  the  assignees  his  divi- 
dend of  the  insolvent  effects,  nor 
will  he  be  barred  from  his  future 
action  against  the  insolvent   {Id.) 

8.  An  assignment  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  is  not  valid,  if  not  duly  ac- 
knowledged and  recorded.  (Smith 
agt  Boj/U,  ante,  851.) 

9.  The  certificate  of  acknowledg- 
ment of  an  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors  read :  '*  On  this 
(giving  the  date)  before  me  person- 
^ly  appeared  A.  and  B.,  to  me 
personally  known  to  be  the  indi- 
viduals described  in  and  who 
executed  the  same,  and  who  ac- 
knowledged to  me  that  they  exe- 


cuted the  same  for  the  purposes 
therem  mentioned : " 

Held,  that  the  assignment  was 
invalid  because  not  duly  acknowl- 
edged and  recorded,  because  the 
certificate  does  not  set  forth  that 
the  oflicer  knew  the  persons  ac- 
knowledging to  be  the  persons 
described  in  and  who  executed 
the  conveyance.  The  irregularity 
in  the  certificate  cannot  be  cured, 
so  as  to  give  the  assignee  title  or 
right  over  the  attaching  creditors. 

10.  The  books  of  a  firm  are  competent 
and  proper  evidence  to  determine 
the  amount  of  a  claim  in  favor  of 
one  partner  against  the  other,  so 
as  to  entitle  the  claimant  to  share 
in  the  dividends  of  an  assigned 
estate  even  though  the  objections 
to  the  claim  are  made  by  a  creditor 
of  the  assignor  having  no  relations 
to  the  firm  and  being  a  stranger 
to  the  transactions  set  forth  in  the 
books.  (Matter  of  the  Objectiane 
filed  by  Woodward  and  WorthiJigton, 
ante,  859.) 

11.  Proof  of  debt  in  the  bankruptcy 
of  the  assignor,  without  disclosing 
the  lien  under  the  assignment,  does 
not  waive  the  creditor's  right  to 
the  dividend.    (Id.) 

12.  Anwnia  Braes  and  Copper  Co. 
agt.  BabtfiU  (74  A.  T.,  895),  distin- 
guished, and  sections  5075  and 
5105  of  the  United  States  Revised 
Statutes  construed.    (Id.). 

18.  In  any  event,  to  entitle  a  creditor 
to  claim  a  waiver  by  his  co-cred- 
itor to  a  dividend  out  of  the  as- 
signed estate,  by  reason  of  the 
latter's  proof  of  debt  in  bank- 
ruptcy, it  must  afllrmatively  ap- 
pear that  the  proving  creditor  had 
knowledge  of  his  hen  under  the 
assignment.    (Id.) 

14  A  referee  appointed  to  pass  the 
assignee's  accounts,  and  to  hear 
and  determine  the  issues  raised  by 
objections  to  certain  claims,  has 
the  power  to  extend  the  time  in 
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which  other  claims  may  be  filed, 
so  as  to  entitle  them  to  a  distri- 
butive share  in  the  assets.    (Id.) 

15.  An  insolvent  assignment  reserv- 
in.s^  to  the  assignor  power  of  revo- 
cation, is  void  m  juagment  of  law. 
{Reiclunbach  agt.  WtnkhauB  et  oL, 
a;ite,  612.) 

10.  Any  purpose  of  the  assignor 
which  would  render  the  assign- 
ment legally,  iraudulent  if  con- 
tained in  the  deed,  is  equally 
effective  if  shown  by  other  proof. 
(Id) 

17.  The  deposit  of  the  assignment 
with  a  stranger,  after  complete 
execution,  to  hold  until  receipt  of 
further  orders  from  the  assignor, 
or  to  file  when,  in  the  judgment 
of  the  depositary,  it  should  be  for 
the  best  inCerests  of  all  creditors, 
is  a  clear  reservation  of  the  power 
to  irevoke,  rendefing  it  void.   {Id,) 


ATTACHMENT. 

1.  Where  the  grounds  of  the  allow- 
ance of  an  attachment  was  that  the 
defendant  was  disposing  of,  or 
was  about  to  assign  and  dispose  of 
his  property  with  intent  to  de- 
fraua  his  creditors,  and  those 
grounds  were  sought  to  be  sup- 
ported by  threats  alleged  to  have 
been  made  by  defendant,  that  if 
sued  he  would  make  a  preferen- 
tial assignment  of  his  property, 
in  which  case  those  prosecuting 
him  would  get  nothing  on  their 
claims.  In  connection  with  such 
threats  his  insolvency  was  stated 
with  an  offer  to  the  plaintiff  to 
compromise  at  fifteen  per  cent: 

Held,  that  the  attachment  was 
improperly  granted.  The  facts 
stated  are'  insufficient  to  charge  a 
debtor  with  an  intent  to  defraud 
his  creditors  ( The  case  of  Antlvony 
as:t.  Stype,  19  jETm/i,  268,  explained). 
{Farvcell  ei  al.  agt.  Furniss,  ante, 
18S) 


2.  An  attachment  issued  against  a 
firm  doing  business  in  Qiicago, 
HL  ;  one  of  the  partners  had  hia 
domicile  in  this  state,  but  a  part  of 
each  year  he  resided  in  Chicago: 
Hefdf  proper.  {McKinlay  agt. 
Fawlcr,  ante,  888.) 

8.  The  place  of  business  of  a  firm  at 
which  its  operations  are  carried 
on,  and  where  the  partners  are 
either  continually  or  at  times  to 
manage  the  business,  can  properly 
be  called  the  residence  of  each  of 
the  partners  within  section  63G  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  (/d.) 

4.  An  attachment  against  a  non-resi- 
dent will  not  be  vacated  on  proof 
that  the  property  attached  belongs 
to  a  third  person.    (Id,) 

5.  Where  shortly  before  an  assign- 
ment by  a  firm  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors  individual  members 
of  the  said  firm  made  drafts  of 
moneys  belonging  to  it  much 
larger  than  they  bad  been  in  the 
habit  of  making  at  any  one  time 
or  during  any  one  month,  not  for 
the  purpose  of  meeting  obliga- 
tions of  the  firm,  or  even  for  the 
payment  of  individual  debts,  such 
drafts  are  a  fraud  upon  creditors 
justifying  the  issuance  of  attach- 
ment against  the  firm's  property; 
and  though  the  property  thus 
taken  be  afterwards  returned, 
the  attachment  should  not  for 
that  reason  bo  dischai^^ed.  {Globs 
Woolen  Company  agt.  Carhari  et 
al,,  anU,\m.) 

6.  A  bond,  promisspry  note  or  other 
instrument  for  the  payment  of 
money  can  be  attached  only  by 
taking  the  same  into,  th^  sheriff  s 
actual  custody.  {Anthony  agt. 
Wood,  ante,  421) 

7.  Leaving  a  certified  copy  pf  the 
wan-ant  with  the  usual  notice 
upon  a  person  having  in  his  cus- 
tody a  bond  belonging  to  the 
defendant  in  attachment  is  in- 
effectual to  attach  such  bond. 
{Id,) 
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8.  A  delivery  of  the  bond  claimed  to 
b«  attached  does  not  relate  back 
to  the  time  of  the  service  of  the 
warrant  so  as  to  vest  title  in  the 
sheriff  from  that  date.  Neither 
the  obligor  in  the  bond  nor  the 
shoriff  can  set  up  the  fraudulent 
character  of  the  transfer  of  such 
bond  to  an  assignee  in  an  action 
thereon.    {Id.) 

9.  The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  («tfc. 
640,  sub.  2)  has  made  no  change 
by  which  bonds,  promissory  notes, 
&c.,  are  subjected  to  the  rules 
governing  the  attachment  of  goods 
and  chattels,  except  as  to  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  attachment  is 
effected  {Tkurber  agt  Blanek,  60 
i\^  y.,  80;  and  Gcutle  agt.  Lewis, 
78  N.  r.,  187,  foUatoed  and  ap- 
proved; Anthony  agt.  Wood,  2\) 
Bun,  289,  reversed).    (Id.) 

10.  Where  the  affidavits  upon  which 
attachments  were  granted  failed 
to  show  affirmatively  that  the  debts 
upon  which  the  suits  were  brought, 
and  for  which  the  attachments 
were  issued,  were  due  at  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  the  suits 
and  of  the  issuing  of  the  attach- 
mputs,  but  it  appeared  that  the 
general  t^rms  of  the  sale  of  goods 
by  plaintiffs  to  customers  were 
"  five  per  cent  off,  cash  in  thirty 
days,  or  two  per  cent  by  customers 
giving  their  note  at  four  months 
m  settlement  of  the  bills,"  and 
the  notes  had  not  been  given  by 
defendants: 

Held,  that  the  failure  to  pay  cash 
in  thirty  days  would  not  have  the 
effect  to  make  the  debts  due  at 
that  time,  but  would  operate  as  an 
election  on  the  part  of  the  buyers 
to  take  the  credit  of  four  months, 
and  mere  neglect  to  give  the  notes, 
without  refusal  of  application  for 
them,  would  not  give  the  right  to 
immediate  action.  {Vietor  et  cU. 
agt.  Henlein  et  aL,  ante^  48G.) 

11.  A  memorandum,  as  part  of  the 
bills  of  sale  showing  that  the  sales 
were  at  four  months,  should  con- 
trol on  the  question  of  terms  in- 


stead of  the  usage  of  plaintiffs 
or  entries  in  their  books  of  sale. 
(Id.), 

12.  Where  it  was  claimed  that  debts 
for  goods  sold  on  credit  had  be- 
come presently  due  because  the 
sales  were  procured  on  fraudu- 
lent representations,  and  the  only 
representations  alleged  w^ere  those 
made  to  sellers  by  mercantile  agen- 
cies of  statements  made  to  these 
agencies  by  defendants  as  to  their 
condition  generafly: 

Held,  that  it  must  be  clearly 
shown  that  the  accused  buyer 
made  these  statements  to  the 
agency  with  fraudulent  intent  to 
use  such  agency  as  an  instrument 
in  accomplishing  a  fraud  upon  his 
vendor  or  some  other  seller.    {Id.) 

18.  The  payment  shortly  before  an 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors, and  in  contemplation  of  it, 
of  a  debt  to  a  former  partner,  if 
actual  and  honest  would  be  no 
fraud  per  se,  nor  would  the  draw- 
ing out  by  defendants,  respect- 
ively, considerable  sums  of  money 
from  the  firm  before  the  assign- 
ment and  in  contemplation  of  it, 
if  done  under  a  mistake  as  to  their 
rights  and  not  with  intent  to  de- 
fraud creditors,  or  with  a  design 
to  conceal  property  with  the  pur- 
pose of  defrauding  them,  be  such 
a  fraudulent  disposition  of  prop- 
erty as  to  entitle  a  simple  creditor 
to  attachment  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Code.    {Id.) 

14.  Where  it  appears  by  the  papers 
that  the  claim  sued  on  was  fraud- 
ulently contracted,  the  whole  debt 
becomes  diie  by  operation  of  law, 
and  it  is  error  in  such  a  case  to 
vacate  an  attachment  because  the 
term  of  credit  had  not  expired. 
{Muser  agt  Lisner,  ante,  609.) 

16.  On  October  16, 1884,  defendants 
claimed  to  be  solvent,  and  to  have  a 
surplus  of  from  $10,000  to  $20,000. 
The  following  day  they  executed 
a  bill  of  sale  of  their  entire  stock 
in  trade,  fixtures,  &c.,  to  one  of 
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their  wives  for  a  paid  considera- 
tion of  one  dollar,  and  a  past  due 
debt  of  $?,500.  On  the  eighteenth 
of  October  they  announced  their 
suspension  and  insolvency  to  their 
creditors,  a  number  of  whom  pro- 
cured attachments.  On  the  twen- 
tieth of  October  they  made  a  gen- 
eral assignment: 

JSeld^  that  although  as  an  Isolated 
fact  the  sale  established  no  basis 
for  an  attachment,  yet,  in  view  of 
the  circumstances,  the  transfer 
was  not  a  bona  flds  one,  and  was 
made  with  no  honest  purpose,  and 
the  attaclm^ent  must  be  sustained. 

Also,  Jield,  that  the  fact  that  the 
sale  was  not  consummated  creates 
no  difference  in  law.  {Seckendotf 
et  aX,  agt.  Keteham  et  oZ.,  ante  526.) 

16.  The  fees  and  expenses  of  the 
sheriff  upon  an  attachment  issued 
in  this  action  were  partially  set- 
tied  by  an  order  made  by  the 
court  on  November  15,  1882,  and 
finally  settled  by  a  second  order 
made  by  the  court  on  June  1, 1883, 
prior  to  which  time  the  attach- 
ment had  been  discharged  by  the 
voluntary  action  of  the  plaintiffs. 
By  these  orders  the  plaintiffs 
were  ordered  and  directed  to  pay 
the  amount  so  allowed  to  the 
sheriff,  and  he  was  thereupon 
directed  to  release  and  deliver  the 
property  attached  to  the  defend- 
ant. ISO  appeal  was  taken  from 
either  of  these  orders.  Subse- 
quently the  plaintiffs  moved  to 
amend  the  orders  by  striking  out 
so  much  thereof  as  required  the 
plaintiffs  to  pay  the  amount  of 
the  said  fees  to  the  sheriff:  Held, 
that  under  section  8307  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  the  judge 
had  no  power  to  do  more  than  ad- 
just the  fees,  compensation  and 
expenses  of  the  sheriff,  and  that 
he  could  not  inquire  or  determine 
as  to  the  liability  of  the  parties 
for  the  payment  of  the  amount  so 
adjusted.  {EaU  agt.  U,  &  Eo- 
fitctor  Co.,  31  Hun,  609.) 

17.  That  as  there  was  no  authority 
for  the  insertion  in  the  order  of 


the  directions  for  the  payment  of 
the  fees,  &c.,  by  the  plaintiffs, 
they  could  move  to  have  it 
stricken  therefrom  although  no 
appeal  had  been  taken.    [Id,) 

18.  That  the  orders  were  inoperative 
for  the  further  reason  that  they 
were  made  bj  the  court  and  not 
by  the  judge  issuing  the  warrant, 
as  required  by  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure.    (Jd.) 

19.  A  motion  lies  to  vacate  an  attach- 
ment which  has  become  inopera- 
tive by  reason  of  the  failure  of 
the  plaintiff  to  serve  the  summons 
within  thirty  days  from  the  time 
of  the  issuing  and  service  of  the 
attachment.  (i^t80managt.jBro0i(»y 
31  Hun,  271.) 

20.  Upon  the  hearing  of  a  motion  to 
vacate  a  warrant  of  attachment, 
issued  upon  the  sole  ground  of  the 
non-residence  of  the  defendant, 
the  latter  presented  affidavits 
showing  that  he  was  a  resident  of 
the  state.  The  plaintiff  then  read 
affidavits  tending  to  show,  among 
other  things,  that  prior  to  the  time 
of  issuing  the  warrant  the  defend- 
ant had  disposed  of  his  property 
with  intent  to  defraud  his  cred- 
itors, and  had  kept  himself  con- 
cealed with  the  like  intent,  and 
with  the  intent  to  avoid  the  service 
of  process.  The  court  made  an 
or«ter  allowing  the  attachment  to 
be  amended,  by  inserting  therein 
as  grounds  for  its  issue  the  said 
fraudulent  acts,  upon  payment  of 
costs,  and  denied  the  motion  to 
vacate,  without  prejudice  to  a 
renewal  thereof:  Held,  that  the 
power  of  amendment  conferred 
upon  the  court,  by  section  723  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  was 
broad  enough  to  cover  this  case, 
and  that  the  restriction  upon  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  oppose  a 
motion  to  vacate  by  new  proof, 
imposed  by  section  683  thereof, 
related  not  to  the  power  of  the 
court  to  allow  amendments,  but 
only  to  the  practice  to  be  pursued 
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upon  a  motion  to  vacate.    {Kibb6 
agt.  WeinKn-e,  \S1  Hun,  424) 

91.  That  although  the  defendant 
might,  under  the  proyision  of  the 
said  section  68d»  have  obiected  to 
the  reading  of  so  much  of  the 
plaintiff's  i&davits  as  tended  to 
show  grounds  for  sustaining  the 
warrant,  other  than  that  stated 
therein,  yet  by  his  failure  so  to  do 
the  objection  was  waived,  and 
could  not  thereafter  be  raised  on 
appeal    (Id.) 

33.  The  affidavits  tended  to  show 
that  the  fraudulent  disposition  of 
property  was  made  in  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  not  in  this  state:  Had, 
that  this  did  not  deprive  the  court 
of  the  power  to  grant  an  attach- 
ment ;  that  it.was  immaterial  where 
the  fraudulent  disposition  took 
place  so  long  as  the  court  in  this 
state  had  jurisdiction  of  the  par- 
ties and  the  action.    (Id.) 

23.  On  November  6, 1888,  the  plain- 
tiff applied  for  an  attachment 
against  the  property  of  the  defend- 
ant upon  the  ground  that  he  was 
a  non-resident  The  affidavit 
made  on  that  da;^,  stated  that  the 
defendant  was  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $6,000, 
over  and  above  all  counter- 
claims known  to  the  plaintiff,  for 
damages  for  the  breach  of  a  con- 
tract, and  that  the  indebtedness 
arose  upon  the  following  facts: 
That  "at  sundry  times  since 
April  1,  1883,  am  up  to  and  in- 
eluding  tilts  datSf  the  said  plaintiff, 
at  the  special  instance  and  request 
of  the  said  defendant,  loaned  and 
advanced  to  the  said  defendant, 
in  cash,  sundry  sums  and  amounts 
of  money,  amounting  in  the  whole 
to  the  said  sum  of  $6,000,  and 
which  he  agreed  to  repay  to  the 

Elaintiff,  and  no  part  of  which 
as  at  any  time  been  repaid,  and 
which  the  defendant  has  neglected 
to  repay  to  the  plaintiff,  and  still 
so  neglects:"  Held,  that  the  affi- 
davit failed  to  show  any  cause  of 
action  existing  in  favor  of  the 


plaintiff,  as  it  did  not  appear,  ex- 
pressly or  by  necessary  implica- 
tion, that  all  or  any  of  the  money 
so  loaned  was  due  and  payable  at 
the  time  the  attachment  was 
issued.  {Reilly&gi»Sis8on,dlHun, 
572.) 

24.  The  plaintiff  obtained  an  attach- 
ment against  the  property  of  the 
defendants,  as  non-residents,  up- 
on an  affidavit  stating  that  the 
defendants  were  indebted  to  him, 
in  a  sum  named,  for  work,  labor 
and  services  done  and  performed 
by  him  for  them  at  their  request, 
the  reasonable  worth  of  which 
they  had  promised  to  pay;  that 
such  work  and  services  were  rea- 
sonably worth  the  sum  of  $20,000 ; 
that  no  part  of  it  had  been  paid, 
and  that  the  said  sum  was  still 
due  and  owing  from  the  defend- 
ants to  the  plaintiff,  ov^r  and 
above  all  counter-claims.  It  was 
then  stated  that  the  said  work, 
labor  and  services  were  performed 
during  a  period  eztenaing  from 
September  1,  1882,  down  to  the 
time  of  the  conuneucement  of  the 
action:  Held,  that  as  the  action 
was  commenced  on  the  very  day 
the  services  were  completed,  and 
as  the  defendants  were  entitled  to 
the  whole  of  that  day  to  pay  for 
them,  and  as  no  demand  and  re- 
fusal to  pay  was  alleged,  no 
cause  of  action  was  shown  and 
the  attachment  was  properly  dis- 
solved. (Smadbeck  agU  Biuon,  81 
Hun,  582.) 

25.  An  affidavit  upon  which  a  war- 
rant of  attachment  was  issued 
contained  the  usual  formal  allega- 
tions, and  stated  as  the  cause  of 
action  that  the  defendants  were 
copartners  and  commission  mer- 
chants in  the  city  of  Chicago ; 
that  on  or  about  May  12,  1883, 
they  purchased  for  the  plaintiff 
250  barrels  of  pork  at  seventeen 
dollars  and  ninety-two  and  one- 
half  cents  per  barrel  at  a  commis- 
sion of  two  and  one-half  cents  for 
purchasing,  which  was  paid  by 
the  plaintQf ;  that  the  defendants 
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were  to  sell  the  same,  if  requested 
so  to  do  by  the  plaintiff,  at  any 
time  during  the  year  1883,  and 
not  otherwise  ;  that  on  or  about 
June  18,  1888,  .the  defendants, 
without  the  knowled^,  consent 
or  request  of  the  plamtiff,  sold 
said  pork  at  the  price  of  fifteen 
dollars  twenty-seven  and  one-half 
cents  per  barrel,  and  reported  to 

Slaintiff  that  it  had  been  sold  and 
elivered  to  other  parties.  It 
then  stated  that  it  was  sold  for 
less  than  it  cost  and  claimed  to 
recover  the  (Terence:  Hdd,  that 
the  attachment  was  properly  va- 
cated as  the  affidavit  failed  to 
show  a  right  to  recover  more 
than  nominal  damages.  A  bare 
statement  in  the  affidavit  of  the 
amount  claimed  is  not  enough, 
the  facts  showing  the  right  to  re- 
cover must  be  set  forth.  It  is  not 
the  intent  of  the  statute  to  allow 
the  property  of  a  defendant  to  be 
attached  upon  a  claim  for  nomi- 
iual  damages  only.  {WaitB  agt. 
NiclwU,  Z'i  Hun,  876.) 

26.  It  was  claimed  on  the  appeal 
that  the  particulars  in  which  the 
attachment  papers  were  defective 
should  have  been  specified  in  the 
notice  of  motion  to  vacate  it,  and 
tliat  the  moving  papers  should  have 
been  entitled  as  to  the  defendant, 
"Oeorge  £.  Nichols,  impleaded, 
etc.,"  instead  of  "Gteorge  E. 
Nichols:'*    HM,  that  as  the  first 

*  defect  objected  to  related  to  the 
merits,  and  was  not  a  mere  irreg- 
ularitv,  it  was  not  necessary  to 
specify  it  in  the  notice  of  the  mo- 
tion to  vacate  the  attachment. 
That  a  defect  in  the  title  of  the 
action  cannot  be  taken  advantage 
of  on  appeal  if  an  objection 
thereto  was  not  taken  below.  {Id,) 

27.  Where  an  attachment  is  issued 
in  au  action  against  partners, 
either  defendant  may  move,  alone, 
to  have  the  attachment  wholly 
vacated  in  so  far  as  it  affects  firm 
property.    (Id,) 

28.  An  action  brought,  under  section 
8247  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 


cedure, to  recover  'the  costs  of  a 
former  action  which  was  prose- 
cuted by  the  present  defendant  in 
the  name  of  a  third  person,  for 
the  defendant's  benefit,  is  not  an 
action  upon  a  contract  "express 
or  implied,"  within  the  meaning 
of  section  685  of  the  said  Code 
providing  for  the  cases  in  which 
an  attachment  may  issue.  {Rem- 
ington agt  O'lhuffhertif,  82  Hun, 
255.) 

29.  To  authorize  the  issue  of  an  at- 
tachment against  a  defendant  for 
refusing  to  comply  with  the  di- 
rections, for  the  payment  of  ali- 
mony, contained  in  a  jud,gment 
recovered  against  him,  it  must  be 
shown  that  a  certiUed  copy  of  the 

Judgment  lias  been  served  upon 
lim  and  that  a  specific  demand 
has  been  made  for  the  amount  al- 
leged to  be  due.  {Ryekman  agt. 
Ryckinan,  82  Uun,  198.) 

80.  Under  an  attachment  procured 
by  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action 
brought  by  him  against  one  Ken- 
nedy, a  deputy  of  the  defendant, 
a  sheriff  levied  upon  a  stock  of 
goods  belonging  to  Kennedy, 
which  were  in  a  small  store  kept 
bv  him.  The  next  day  a  consta- 
ble broke  open  the  door  of  the 
store,  of  which  the  sheriff  had  the 
key,  levied  upon  the  goods  and 
commenced  to  remove  them. 
The  deputy  appeared,  notified  the 
constable  that  the  goods  had  been 
attached,  and  forbade  him  to  re- 
move or  interfere  with  them. 
The  constable,  assisted  by  several 
other  persons,  continued  to  re- 
move them  and  overpowered  the 
deputy,  who  used  all  possible  ef- 
forts to  retain  possession  of  them, 
and  commanded  the  bystanders  to 
assist  him.  Subsequently  the 
sheriff  brought  an  action  against 
the  constable  for  interfering  with 
his  possession  and  recovered  a 
verdict  for  the  value  of  the  goods. 
In  this  action  brought  by  the 
plaintiff,  who  had  recovered  a 
judgment  in  the  action  in  which 
the  attachment  was  granted,  and 
issued  an  execution  thereon  which 
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had  been  returned  unsatisfied,  to 
recover  the  damages  occasioned 
by  the  failure  of  the  sheriff  to 
keep  and  sell  the  property  at- 
tached: Held,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover.  That 
even  if  the  sheriff  had  done  all  in 
hiB  power  to  care  for  and  protect 
the  property  up  to  the  time  at 
which  the  constable  succeeded  in 
wrongfully  removing  it,  yet  he 
was  guilty  of  a  neglect  of  his 
duty  thereafter  in  falling  to  retake 
it  by  force  or  bring  an  action  of 
replevin  for  its  recovery.  {Wood 
agt.  Bodiiie,  32  Hun,  854.) 

SI.  Where,  under  a  warrant  of  at- 
tachment in  an  action,  a  demand 
due  to  the  defendant  from  a  third 
person  has  been  attached,  it  is 
the  right  and  the  duty  of  the 
sheriff  to  forthwith  bring  an 
action  to  collect  the  said  demand, 
without  waiting  for  the  determ- 
ination of  the  action  in  which  the 
attachment  was  issued,  or  for  any 
Older  or  direction  from  the  court 
or  judge.  {Davidson  a^t.  Chat- 
ham National  Bank,.  32^  iu»i>  188,) 


ATTORNEY  AND  CLIENT. 

1.  In  this  action,  brought  to  re- 
cover the  value  of  services  ren- 
dered to  the  defendant  the  latter, 
after  the  joinder  of  issue,  paid 
the  plaintiff  in  full  and  procured 
an  order  at  a  special  term  discon- 
tinuing the  action  and  striking  it 
from  the  calendar.  The  plain- 
tiff's attorney,  in  his  own  interest, 
opposed  the  motion  and  appealed 
from  the  order:  Htld,  that  as 
there  was  no  evidence  to  show 
that  the  settlement  was  collusive 
or  made  with  intent  to  defraud 
the  attorney,  the  order  was  prop- 
erly made  and  should  be  affirmed. 
{BoberU  agt.  Doty,  81  Hun,  128.) 

2.  Action  —  in  the  absence  of  fraud 
and  collusion  it  may  be  settled  by 
the  parties  without  the  consent  of 
their  attorneys.  {See  Boot  agt.  Van- 
dueen,  32  Hun,  03.) 
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3.  An  action  against  a  corporation 
is  abated  by  its  dissolution,  its 
attorneys  have  no  power  there- 
after to  act  for  it.  {See  Matter  of 
NorvDood,  82  Hun,  196.) 

4  Right  of  one  appearing  as  a 
witness  before  a  committee  of  the 
senate  of  the  state  of  New  York, 
to  have  the  advice  of  counsel. 
{See  People  ex  rel.  McDonald  agt. 
Keeler,  32  Hun,  563.) 

5.  Plaintiffs  a^eed  to  prosecute  two 
actions  for  defendant  for  a  speci- 
fied sum  as  retaining  fee,  an  allow- 
ance, for  each  day's  attendance 
before  a  referee,  and  a  per  cent- 
affo  of  any  recoveries.  Because 
or  non-payment  of  the' retaining 
fee,  and  the  daily  allowance,  plain- 
tiffs, as  the  referee  found,  "re- 
fused to  be  bound  by  the  con- 
tract," but  they  continued  there- 
after as  attorneys  of  record  and 
acted  in  that  relation,  and  as  such, 
without  the  knowledge  of  their 
client  and  in  hostility  to  his  inter- 
ests stipulated  to  vacate  an  order 
in  his  favor,  granted  in  one  of 
said  actions  :  Held,  that  plaintrffs' 
contract  was  an  entire  one ;  that 
concedinj^  because  of  the  non-pay- 
ment of  fees  they  mi^ht  refuse  to 
act,  they  could  waive  the  default, 
and  having  so  done,  by  acting  as 
attornevs  thereafter,  and  their  ac- 
tion being  wrongful  and  adverse 
to  their  client,  they  were  not  en- 
titled to  compensation  for  any 
services  in  said  suit.  {Andrews 
agt.  Ti/ng,  94  M  JT,  16.) 

6.  Before  plaintiffs"  refusal  to  be 
bound  a  judgment  against  defend- 
ant had  been  rendered  in  the  other 
of  said  actions :  Held,  that  plain- 
tiffs could  only  recover  under  and 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract   {Id.) 

7.  B  seems,  that  the  issuing  of  an 
execution  against  the  person  of  a 
judgment  aebtor  is  within  the 
scope  of  the  implied  authority  of 
the  attorney  for  the  judgment 
creditor  ;  and  when  such  an  ex&< 
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cution  is  fssaed  and  the  debtor 
arrested  thereon  in  a  case  where 
it  is  not  authorized,  the  client 
may  be  held  liable,  although  there 
be  no  evidence  that  he  directed 
either  the  issuing  of  the  execution 
or  the  arrest  {ChttUeaume  agt. 
BotM,  04  i\r.  r.,  268.) 

8.  The  affidavit  required  by  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  (sec,  1279)  to 
accompany  the  case  on  submission 
of  a  controversy  upon  admitted 
facts,  must  be  made  b^  one  of  the 
parties  where  there  is  a  natural 
person  a  partv  by  whom  it  may  be 
made;  an  affidavit  of  an  attorney 
of  one  of  the  parties  is  insufficient. 
(Blaomfleld  agt  KeUiham,  05  N,  F., 
<M57.) 


ATTORNEY'S  LIEN. 

1.  From  the  commencement  of  an 
action  the  attorney  has  a  lien  upon 
his  client's  cause  of  action,  which 
attaches  to  a  verdict,  report,  deci- 
sion or  judgment  in  his  client's 
favor,  and  the  proceeds  thereof  in 
whosoever  hands  they  come,  and 
cannot  be  affected  by  any  settle- 
ment between  the  parties  before 
or  after  judgment  (Smith  agt 
Baum,  ante,  267.) 

2.  A  settlement,  after  issue  joined, 
had  between  the  parties,  although 
conclusive  as  to  them,  in  no  way 
affects  the  attorney,  who  may  pro- 
ceed in  the  action  as  if  no  settle 
me\it  had  been  made.    (Id.) 

8.  But  the  lien  cannot  be  enforced 
upon  a  mere  motion  to  compel  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  plaintiff's  at- 
torney his  taxable  costs  by  award- 
ing a  judgment  therefor^    (Id.) 

4.  An  application  by  "plaintiff's 
attorney"  for  an  order  directing 
the  defendant  to  pay  **his  costs 
and  counsel  fee,"  or  that  he  have 
judgment  therefor,  is  not  warrant- 
ed by  the  practice.    (Id.) 


BAIL. 

1.  Where  the  bail  apply  to  be  exon- 
erated on  account  of  the  death  of 
their  principal,  the  application 
must  be  made  before  their  time 
for  answering  expires.  (Walih 
agt.  Schuk,  ante,  178.) 

2.  The  relator  was  arrested  upon  an 
order  in  a  civil  suit  for  conversion. 
While  in  custody  under  this  order, 
which  fixed  his  bail  at  $70,000,  he 
was  taken  to  the  office  of  a  United 
States  commissioner,  where  extra- 
dition proceedings  vrerh  begun 
against  him  for  his  extradition  to 
Great  Britain  upon  a.  charge  of 
forgery.  While  these  proceedings 
were  going  on  relator  was  trans- 
ferred to  the  custody  of  the  United 
States  marshal.  He  was  finally 
discharged  on  habeae  corpus^  by 
the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States,  but  was  at  once  rearrested 
and  taken  to  jail  again  by  persons 
acting  under  the  pretended  author- 
ity or  an  instrument  in  writing 
indorsed  upon  a  paper  purporting 
to  be  an  undertaking  by  bail  in 
the  civil  suit  in  the  state  court 
The  prisoner  knew  nothing  about 
this  undertaking,  but  it  had  been 

fiven  to  the  sheriff  without  his 
nowledge  or  consent  It  was 
executed  by  S.  and  B.,  both  stran- 
gers to  the  prisoner,  and  accepted 
by  plaintiff  s  counsel  by  indorse- 
ment thereon.  The  instrument 
thus  executed  and  accepted  bore 
a  further  indorsement  whereby  11. 
assumed  to  depute  two  persons 
in  his  place  and  stead  to  arrest 
and  surrender  the  prisoner  to  the 
sheriff  in  exoneration  of  B.  as  bail. 
On  return  of  writ  of  habeas  earptu 
the  sheriff  certified  that  he  held 
the  relator  by  virtue  of  this  "  sur- 
render in  exoneration  of  bail,"  and 
also  by  virtue  of  the  order  of  ar- 
rest previously  granted : 

Held,  that  S.  and  B.  never  law- 
fully became  the  bail  of  the  pris- 
oner, nor  ever  possessed  any  power 
to  surrender  him.  The  sheriff 
derived  no  authority  to  hold  him 
from  any  act  done  by  either  of  the 
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self  constituted  sureties.  (People 
ex  rel.  TuUy  ligt.  Davidson,  atUe, 
416.) 

8.  The  undertaking  was  a  nullity  so 
far  as  the  prisoner  was  concerned. 
Strangers  cannot  be  permitted  to 
become  bail  for  a  man  without  hie 
consent.  The  giving  of  bail  con- 
stitutes a  contract  between  the 
principal  and  his  sureties,  and  the 
principal  has  a  right  to  determine 
for  himself  whether  he  will  assume 
the  obligations  of  such  a  person  or 
not.  They  cannot  be  imposed 
upon  him  against  his  will : 

Held,  further,  that  the  transfer 
of  the  relator  to  the  custody  of 
the  federar  authorities  and  the 
subsequent  transaction  in  refer- 
ence to  the  so-called  bail  bond, 
amounted  at  most  to  a  voluntary 
escape  and  the  sheriff  had  a  right 
to  retake  him  by  virtue  of  the  orig- 
inal order  of  arrest  which  had  not 
become  functus  officio  and  that  he 
is  lawfully  in  the  custody  of  the 
sheriff.    (Id.) 


BANKRUPT. 

1.  Under  section  51 17  of  the-Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States, 
which  provides  that  "  no  debt  cre- 
ated by  the  fraud  of  the  bankrupt 
shall  be  discharged  by  proceed- 
ings in  bankruptcy/'  those  claims 
which  have  been  incurred  by  any 
false  representations  or  pretense  of 
the  bankrupt,  or  purchases  made 
with  the  preconceived  intent  of  not 
paying  for  them,  are  fraudulently 
contracted,  and  the  debts  thus 
arising  are  not  discharged.  (Kattf" 
man  agt.  lAndner,  ante,  822.) 

2.  The  nature  of  the  action  and  char- 
acter of  the  claim  is  not  to  be 
determined  by  the  demand  of  the 
complaint,  for  the  reason  that  prior 
to  the  amendment  of  1879  (adding 
subdivision  4  to  section  549  of  the 
Code  of  Givil  Procedure),  the  com- 
plaint should  not  contain  the  alle- 
gations of  fraud;  but  when  the 


affidavits  upon  which  the  order 
of  arrest  was  granted  discloses  a 
claim  incurred  by  the  false  repre- 
sentations of  the  bankrupt,  it  is 
not  discharged  by  the  proceedings 
in  bankruptcy.    (Id,) 


BASTARDY. 

See  Costs. 

FeUows  agt.  Lane,  ante,  485. 


BROOKLYN.  BRIDGB. 

See  New  York  (Citt  of).     • 

The  People  ex  rel.  Stranahan  agt. 
Thompson,  ante,  491. 


BURDEN  OF  PROOF. 

1.  Antecedent  consideration  is  not 
sufficient  to  enable  the  holder  of 
stolen  negotiable  bonds  to  hold 
them  against  the  loser  and  owner 
before  the  robbery.  (Northampton 
National  Bank  agt.  Kidder,  ante, 
95.) 

2.  Possession  does  not  create  a  pre- 
sumption of  ownership  in  the  case 
of  negotiable  paper  shown  to  have 
been  stolen.  ITie  robbery  reverses 
the  usual  rule  as  to  the  presump- 
tion. The  holder  after  the  rob- 
bery has  the  burden  on  him  to 
prove  value  paid  and  parted  with 
contemporaneously,  good  faiths 
purchase  before  maturity,  &c. 
(  Wj/Ue  agt.  Speyer,  62  Howaird,  1 10, 
approved.)    (Id.) 


CASE. 

1.  An  appellant  is  simply  bound  t<» 
present  his  case  to  the  general 
term  upon  the  case  as  settled,  and 
to  this  court  upon  the  same  record ; 
he  is  not  bound  to  print  matter 
proposed  by  the  respondent  as  an 
amendment  to  the  case  but  dis- 
allowed by  the  trial  judge.    (KHr 
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mer  agt.  N.  T.  C.  <&  K  R  R  R, 
»4  N,  T,  495  ) 

2.  It  is  not  the  object  of  the  clerk's 
minutes  to  indicate  the  legal  ques- 
tions raised  upon  a  trial  and  de- 
termined by  the  court,  and  thev 
cannot  therefore  be  properly  re- 
ferred to  .tp  ascertain  the  grounds 
of  decision.  {ScoU  agt.  Morgan^ 
94  N.  r.,  508.) 


CERTIORAUL 

See  Abandonment. 

Tfie  Beople  ex  r.eL  Sherer  agt. 


CODE  OF  PROCEDURE. 

1.  Section  99  — Statute  of  limita- 
tions— when  tboiprovisions  of  the 
new  Code  are  applicable  to  causes 
of  action  existing  at  the  time  of 
its  passage — Co5e  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, sections  399, 414.  {See  Bur- 
gett  agt.  SlrickUiTid,  82  Jlun,  264.) 

2.  Section  121  —  Dissolution  of  a 
corporation  during  the  pendency 
of  an  action  brought  bv  it  —  the 
action  is  not  thereby  aoated  —  it 
may  be  continued  without  an  or- 
der of  the  court,  by  the  receiver 
or  by  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy  — 
2  Revised  Statutes  (Qth  ed.),  892, 
section  11 — United  States  Revised 
Statutes,  981,  section  5047.  {See 
BaU  agt.  Ashman,  82  Hun,  280.) 

8.  Section  135  —  Service  of  a  sum- 
mons by  publication  —  the  affida- 
vit must  show  that  the  defendant 
cannot,  after  due  diligence,  be 
found  within  the  state.  {See  Ken- 
n^y  agt.  N.  T.  Life  Insurance  and 
T>'ust  G<hy  83  Huii,  80.) 

4.  Section  344,,  sub.  5 — Tl»e  power  to 
appoint  a  receiver  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  mortgaged  premises  ac- 
cruing pending  a  foreclosure  was 
inherent  in  the  court  of  chancery 
before  the  adoption  of  the  Code  of 


Procedure  ;  it  was  continued  by 
that  Code  {euhd.  5,  see,  244),  and 
is  not  abrogated  by  the  provision 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
(sec.  718),  defining  cases  in  which 
receivers  may  be  appointed  ;  but 
on  the  contrary  is  reaffirmed  by 
the  general  provision  of  said  Code 
{sec.  4),  declaring  that  each  of  the 
courts  therein  named  *'  shall  con- 
tinue to  exercise  the  jurisdiction 
and  powers  now  vested  in  it  * 
*  *  except  as  otherwise  pre- 
scribed." (HaUenheck  agt.  Don- 
nea,UN.  r..842.) 

6.  Section  871  —  Costs  on  appeal 
from  a  Justice's  court  —  when  gov- 
erned by  the  old  Code.  {See  At- 
kins agt.  Pitcher,  81  Bun,  352.) 


CODE  OP  CIVni  PROCEDURE. 

1.  Chapter  4 — Limitation  of  times 
within  which  claims  must  be  en- 
forced —  to  what  claims  the  pro- 
visions of  chapter  4  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  apply.  {See 
Peo^  ex  rel.  Sheridan  agt.  French, 
81  Hun,  617.) 

2.  Sections  4,  713  —  The  power  to 
appoint  a  receiver  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  mortgaged  premises  ac- 
cruing pending  a  foreclosure  was 
inherent  in  the  court  of  chancery 
before  the  adoption  of  the  Code  of 
Procedure ;  it  was  continued  by 
that  Code  {suod.  5,  see.  244).  and  is 

*  not  abrogated  bv  the  provision  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  {see. 
713),  defining  cases  in  which  re- 
ceivers may  be  appointed  ;  but  on 
the  contrary  is  reaffirmed  by  the 
general  provision  of  said  Code 
{sec.  4),  declaring  that  each  of  the 
courts  therein  named  "  shall  con- 
tinue to  exercise  the  jurisdiction 
and  powers  now  vested  in  it  ♦ 
•  *  except  as  otherwise  pre- 
scribed." {HaUenbeck  agt  Don- 
neU,^^K  r.,843.) 

3.  Section  60 — ^From  the  commence- 
ment of  an  action  the  attorney  has 
a  lien  upon  his  client's  cause  of 
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action,  Tvhich  attaches  to  a  verdict, 
report,  decision  or  judgment  in 
liis  client's  favor,  and  tlie  proceeds 
thereof  in  whosoever  hands  they 
come,  and  cannot  be  affected  by 
any  settlement  between  the  parties 
before  or  after  judgment. 

A  settlement,  after  issue  joined, 
had  between  the  parties,  although 
conclusive  as  to  them,  in  no  way 
affects  the  attorney,  who  may  pro- 
ceed in  the  action  as  if  no  settle- 
ment had  been  made. 

But  the  lien  cannot  be  enforced 
upon  a  mere  motion  to  compel  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  plaintiff's  at- 
torney his  taxable  costs  by  award- 
ing a  judgment  therefor. 

An  application  by  "plaintiffs 
attorney  "  for  an  order  directing 
the  defendant  to  pay  "his  costs 
and  counsel  fee,"  or  that  he  have 
judgment  therefor,  is  not  war- 
ran  ted  by  t  he  practice.  (Smith  agt 
JBaum,  ante,  267.) 

4.  Sections  190, 101, 997, 1001, 1836, 
1350 — An  order  of  general  term 
affirming  an  interlocutory  judg- 
ment is  not  appealable. 

It  seems,  that  the  party  aggrieved 
must  wait  until  final  judgment  is 
entered,  when  he  may  either  ap- 
peal directly  to  this  court  {Cfode  of 
Civil  Procedure,  see.  1886),  in  which 
case  the  appeal  will  bring  up  for 
review  onlv  the  determination  of 
the  general  term,  affirming  the  in- 
terlocutory judgment,  or  he  may 
appeal  to  the  general  term  {sec. 
1350),  which  appeal  will  bring  up 
for  review  only  the  proceedings 
after  ^the  Interlocutory  judgment, 
and  in  case  of  affirmance  he  may 
appeal  to  this  court,  which  appeal 
will  present  for  review  all  the 
questions  of  law  involved  in  the 
whole  case. 

Itseems^  also,  that  where  the  gen- 
eral term,  on  appeal  from  either 
the  interlocutory  or  the  final  judg- 
ment, grants  a  new  trial,  an  ap- 
peal may  be  taken  to  this  court 
{Sees,  190,  191). 

It  seems,  that  a  party  aggrieved 
bv  an  interlocutory  judgmeDrt  may 
also,  after  entry  of  the  judgment, 


move  for  a  new  trial  (sec.  1001)  on 
one  or  more  exceptions  contained 
in  a  case  settled  as  prescribed  {sec. 
997),  and  from  the  order  granting 
or  refusing  the  motion,  an  appeal 
may  be  taken  to  this  court  {Scc. 
190).  {Ray  nor  agt.  Ray  nor  et  aL, 
94  if.  r.,  248.) 

5.  Section  385  —  Undertaking  — 
execution  of,  by  one  surety  upon 
the  condition  that  another  shall 
be  procured — when  such  surety 
may  set  up  a  breach  of  the  condi- 
tion as  a  defense  to  an  action  up- 
on it.  {See  GhHmwood  agt.  WUson^ 
31  Hun,  216.) 

6.  Section  873  —  A  tenant  cannot 
by  a  disclaimer,  or  by  mere  words 
denying  his  landlord's  title  and 
asserting  one  of  his  own,  work  a 
forfeiture  of  his  tenancy,  or  set 
running  an  adverse  possession. 
The  possession  of  the  tenant  and 
of  his  f  rantees  and  assigns  is  tiiat 
of  the  landlord,  and  not  hostile  or 
adverse,  and  this  is  so  as  to  a 
grantee  who  has  taken  a  deed  of 
the  fee  in  ignorance  of  the  fact 
that  his  grantor  stood  in  the  rela- 
tion of  tenant,  the  latter  denying 
any  such  relation. 

'rhe  possession  of  the  tenant, 
thus  in  subordination  to  the  title 
of  the  landlord,  continues,  not 
only  daring  the  term,  but  is  pre- 
sumed to  remain  unchanged  until 
twenty  years  after  the  termination 
thereof  and  notwithstanding  any 
claim  of  the  tenant  or  his  succes- 
sors to  a  hostile  title.  (Whiting 
agt.  Edmunds,  9i  iV.  F.,  309.) 

7  Section  875  —  Under  the  provi- 
sion of  this  section  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  providing  that 
the  time  during  which  a  person 
who  might  maintain  an  action  to 
recover  real  property  is  under  a 
disability  specified,  **  the  time  of 
such  a  disability  is  not  u  part  of 
the  time  limitea  *  *  »  for 
commencing  the  action  *  ♦  * 
except  that  the  time  so  limited 
cannot  be  extended  more  than  ten 
years  after  the  disability  ceases." 
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A  party  is  always  entitled  to  twen- 
ty years  in  which  to  bring  his 
action,  and  in  case  of  a  disability, 
to  so  much  more  as  the  period  of 
disability  would  add,  except  that 
such  addition  must  not  be  more 
than  ten  years  after  the  termina- 
tion of  the  disability.  The  words 
"  after  the  disability  ceases  "  relate 
only  to  the  extended  time,  and 
have  no  effect  in  any  case  to  cut 
down  or  lessen  the  twenty  years' 
limitation.  {HmoeU  et  al.  agt. 
J^vUt  et  al.,  «5  ^.  F.,  617.) 

8.  Section  8»2  —  Limitation  of 
times  within  which  claims  must 
be  enforced  —  to  what  claims  the 
provisions  of  chapter  4  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  apply  — 
application  of  such  provisions 
where  a  demand  is  necessary. 
{See  French  ex  rel,  Sheridan  agt 
French,  al  Hun,  617.) 

9.  Section  899 ^Statute  of  limita- 
tions—  when  the  provisions  of 
the  new  Code  are  applicable  to 
causes  of  action  existing  at  the 
time  of  its  passage  —  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  section  414 — 
Code  of  Procedure,  section  99. 
{See  BurgeU  agt.  Strickland,  82 
Bun,  264.) 

10  Section  406 — Where  in  proceed- 
ings by  a  creditor  for  the  sale  of 
the  real  estate  of  a  deceased  person 
the  statute  of  limitation  is  set  up 
as  a  bar  to  the  creditor's  claim,  as 
by  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
authorizing  the  Proceedings  {9ee. 
72,  e?Mp.  460,  Lam  of  1887,  a$ 
amended  hy  chap.  172,  LawB  of 
1848,  and  chap.  298,  Lam  <?/1847), 
they  -cannot  be  commenced  until 
after  the  accounting  of  the  exec- 
utor or  administrator,  the  time 
between  the  death  of  the  decedent 
and  the  acounting  of  the  executor 
or  administrator  should  not  be  in- 
cluded as  part  of  the  time  limited 
{Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  sec.  406). 
(Mead  agt.  Jenkins  et  al.,  95  iV.  T., 
81.) 

U.    Section    410 —  Limitation     of 


times  within  which  claims  must 
be  enforced  —  to  what  claims  the 
provisions  of  chapter  4  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  apply  —  appli- 
cation of  such  provisions  where 
a  demand  is  necessary.  {See 
People  ex  rel.  Sheridan  agt.  French, 
81  Jlun,  617.) 

12.  Section414-— Statute  of  limita- 
tions—  when  the  provisions  of 
the  new  Code  are  applicable  to 
causes  of  action  existing  at  the 
time  of  its  passage  —  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  section  390  — 
Code  of  Procedure,  section  99. 
{See  Burgett  agt.  Strickland,  83 
Hun,  264.) 

13.  Sections  414,  890  — The  provi- 
sion of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proce- 
dure {sudd.  8,  sec.  414),  exempting 
from  the  operation  of  the  chapter 
(4),  limiting  the  time  for  the  com- 
mencement of  actions,  a  case 
where  a  person  was  entitled  to 
commence  an  action  when  the 
Code  took  effect,  and  declaring 
that  in  such  a  case  "  the  provisions 
of  law  applicable  thereto  imme- 
diately before  this  act  takes  effect 
continue  to  be  so  applicable,  not- 
withstanding the  repeal  thereof," 
does  not  refer  simply  to  statutory 
provisions,  but  within  the  mean- 
mg  of  said  exception  a  rule  or  doc- 
trine established  b^  judicial  deci- 
sion is  a  "provision  of  law" 
equally  with  one  enacted  by  the 
legislature. 

Accordingly  held,  where  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to,  and  had  com- 
menced his  action  before  the  Code 
went  into  effect,  that  the  provision 
of  said  Code  {see.  890),  making  the 
statute  of  limitations  of  the  place 
of  residence  of  a  non-resident  de- 
fendant available  as  a  defense  in 
certain  cases,  did  not  apply  ;  but 
that  the  case  was  governed  by  the 
rule  in  force  when  the  Code  went 
into  effect,  i.  e.,  that  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  a  foreign  state  con- 
stituted no  defense  to  an  action 
brought  here.  {Clark  agt.  Lake 
Shore  db  Michigan  Soutfiem  Raiir 
road  Co.,  94  N,  T.,  317.) 
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14.  Section  488  —Execution  —  form 
of,  when  issued  upon  a  judgment 
recovered  in  an  action  against  an 
absconding  debtor  servea  by  pub- 
lication—  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure, sections  438,  1870 — when  an 
execution  and  the  sale  had  there- 
under will  be  set  aside.  (Sse  Place 
agL  Met/,  82  Hun,  17.) 

15.  Section  449 — Surrogate's  bond 
—  right  of  the  people  to  bring  an 
action  thereon  against  the  sureties 
thereto.  (See  People  ex  reU  Ncuh 
Agi.  Faulkner,  81  Ilun,  817.) 

16.  Section  468  — An  action  to  re- 
cover money  or  personal  property 
belonging  to  an  infant  may  be 
brou^t  m  the  name  of  the  Infant 
by  his  guardian  ad  litem,  although 
he  has  a  general  guardian.  While 
the  statute  dves  to  the  latter  the 
custody  and  management  of  the 
infant's  personal  estate  (2  B,  S.^ 
150,  sec.  8).  the  beneficial  interest 
is  in  the  infant  and  he  may  main- 
tain the  action.  (SegeJken  agt. 
J%dr,  94  iV.r.,  478.) 

17.  Section  481,  subdivision  2  — 
Complaint  — when  the  same  trans- 
action or  instrument  ma^  be  set 
out  in  more  than  one  count.  {See 
Longyrey  agt.  Totes,  81  Hun,  4y32.) 

18.  Section  484 — Joinder  of  cause 
of  action  —  an  action  for  a  tort, 
and  an  action  to  recover,  as  upon 
an  implied  contract  waiving  the 
tort,  cannot  be  united.  {See  Teall 
agt.  City  of  Syracuse,  82  Hun,  882.) 

19.  Section  500  —  A  denial  in  an 
answer  as  follows:  "Defendant 
denies  each  and  every  allegation, 
averment  and  statement  of  the 
complaint,  except  such  as  are 
hereinafter  admitted,  qualified  and 
explained,"  is  bad  whenever  the 
objection  is  raised  by  demurrer  or 
special  motion.  (Potter  agt.  Frailf 
ante,  445.) 

20.  Section  500  —  In  an  action  by 
one  domestic  corporation  against 
another  domestic  corporation  the 


answer  was  as  follows:  "The  do 
fendant  answering  the  complaint 
of  the  plaintifif,  upon  information 
and  belief,  alleges:  "First,  that 
it  admits  that  both  plaintiff  and 
defendant  are  domestic  corpora- 
tions; second,  it  denies  each  and 
every  allegation  in  said  complaint 
contained:" 

Held,  that  the  answer  was  f  rivo 
louB.  It  did  not  deny  that  it  did 
not  have  knowledge  or  informa- 
tion sufficient  to  form  a  belief  of 
cither  of  the  allegations  contained 
in  the  complaint.  Neither  did  it 
in  direct  terms  deny  either  of  such 
allegations.  It  was  so  substanti- 
ally defective  as  to  create  no  issue 
in  the  case.  (PraXt  Manufactunng 
(Jo.  agt.  Jordan  Iron  and  Chemical 
Co.,  ante,  280.) 

21.  Section  522  —  The  complaint  in 
an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
alleged  that  the  mortgage,  with 
accompanying  bond,  was  executed 
and  delivered  to  the  mortgagees 
named,  to  secure  the  payment  of 
|4,000,  and  that  it  was  duly  as- 
signed and  transferred  to  plaintiff; 
the  answer  admitted  the  execution 
of  the  securities  as  alleged,  and 
the  due  assignment  thereof  to  tho 
plaintiff,  but  averred  that  they 
were  made  in  pursuance  of  an 
usurious  agreement  with  the  plain- 
tiff. The  trial  coun  foimd  tho 
usurious  agreement  substantially 
as  alleged,  and  that  the  bond  and 
mortgage  was  never  delivered  to, 
or  in  the  possession  of,  the  mort- 
gagees :  Held,  that  in  tbe  absence 
of  anv  waiver  of  the  admission  in 
the  pleadings,  this  last  finding  was 
error.  (Dunham  agt.  CudUpp,  94 
N.  r.,  129.) 

22.  Section8  523, 529— Where  a  party 
would  be  privileged  from  testify- 
ing as  a  witness  concerning  the 
matters  alleged,  he  need  not  verify 
his  answer.  He  is  privileged  where 
the  answer  will  have  a  tendency  to 
accuse  him  of  a  crime  or  misde- 
meanor, or  to  expose  him  to  a  pen- 
alty or  forfeiture. 

Conveying  property  in  fraud  of 
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creditors  furnishes  an  exceptional 
case  by  force  of  section  529.  (Frist 
el  cU,  agt.  Chvim,  ante,  214.) 

23.  Section  544— Wliero  plaintiffs 
cause  of  action  is  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  defendant  to 
plamtiffis  order,  and  defendant 
admits  the  making  of  the  note, 
but  alleges  by  way  of  avoidance 
that  smce  the  making  and  delivery 
of  said  note  he  made  and  dcliverea 
a  certain  other  note  as  a  renewal 
of  the  note  sued  on,  and  that  the 
latter  note  was  outstanding  and 
not  matured,  the  plaintiff  should 
have  leave  by  supplemental  com- 
plaint to  alle^  the  fact  that  the 
note  pleaded  in  defendant's  an- 
swer as  payment  of  the  note  in  suit 
was  not  paid  and  was  in  plaintiff's 
possession,  and  to  pray  that  he 
may  tender  the  same  on  the  trial 
{Cohn  agt.  Husaan,  ante,  461.) 

24.  Section  ^10  —  In  an  action  upon 
contract  the  imperative  require- 
ment is.  that  it  must  be  alleged  in 
the  complaint  that  the  defendant 
was  guilty  of  fraud. 

Where  there  is  no  complaint 
presented  with  the  motion  for  the 
arrest,  and  the  affidavits  do  not 
aver  what  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  were,  the  order  of  arrest 
will  be  vacated.  (Straus  agt.  Kreis, 
anU,  275.) 

25.  Section  550  — In  cases  where, 
under  this  section  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  the  right  to 
arrest  depends  upon  facts  extrinsic 
the  cause  of  action,  and  where  no 
execution  against  the  person  can 
issue  unless  an  order  of  arrest  has 
been  obtained  and  executed  before 
judgment,  these  extrinsic  matters 
neea  not  be  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  if  alleged,  are  imma- 
terial to  the  cause  of  action  and 
need  not  be  proved  upon  the  trial. 
{Segelken  agt.  Meyer,  U4  N,  T., 
478.) 

26.  Section  559  —  Order  of  arrest- 
deposit  in  lieu  of  the  undertaking 
required  by  this  section   of  the 


Code  of  Civil  Procedure  —  right 
of  the  defendant  to  have  his  costs 
for  vacating  the  order  of  arrest 
paid  therefrom  before  the  trial  of 
the  action.  (See  TunstaU  agt. 
Winion,  81  Hun,  281.) 

27.  Sections  eOO,  601  — Where  the 
bail  apply  to  be  exonerated  on 
account  of  the  death  of  their  prin- 
cipal, the  application  must  be 
made  before  their  time  for  answer- 
ing expires.  (WcUsh  agt.  SehuU, 
ante,  178.) 

28.  Section  029  —  Temporary  in- 
junction—  application  to  dissolve 
it,  on  giving  an  undertaking — 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  section 
629,  as  amended  by  chapter  404  of 
18!{8 — the  undertaking  must  com- 
ply with  it  strictly.  (See  Cham- 
berlain agt.  Buffalo,  N.  7.  and 
RRR  Co,,91  Hun,  889.) 

29.  Section  635  —  Attachment  —  it 
cannot  issue  in  an  action  brought 
to  enforce  a  statutory  liabilit^r — 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  section 
8247.  (See  Remn0one^i,  0' Dough- 
erty, 82  Hun,  255.) 

• 

80.  Section  68({ — An  attachment  is- 
sued against  a  firm  doing  business 
in  Chicago,  111. ;  one  of  the  part- 
ners had  his  domicile  in  this  state, 
but  a  part  of  each  year  he  resided 

•    in  Chicago: 

Held,  proper. 

The  place  of  business  of  a  firm 
at  which  its  operations  are  carried 
on,  and  where  the  partners  are 
either  continually  or  at  times  to 
manage  the  business,  can  properly 
be  called  the  residence  of  each  of 
the  partners  within  this  section  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

An  attachment  against  a  non- 
resident will  not  be  vacated  on 
proof  that  the  property  attached 
belongs  to  a  third  person.  (MeKin- 
lay  agt.  Finoler,  ante,  888.) 

81.  Section  638 — Attachment— may 
be  vacated  on  motion  after  it  has 
become  inoperative  by  reason  of 
a  failure  to  serve  the  summons. 
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(See   Betzemann   agt.    Brooks,    81 
Hun,  271.) 

32.  Section  649 — A  bond,  promissory 
note  or  other  instrument  for  the 
payment  of  money  can  be  attached 
only  bv  taking  the  same  into  the 
sheriff  s  actual  custody. 

Leaving  a  certified  copy  of  the 
warrant  with  the  usual  notice  upon 
a  person  having  in  his  custody  a 
"bond  belonging  to  the  defendant 
in  attachment  is  ineffectual  to  at- 
tach such  bond. 

A  delivery  of  the  bond  claimed 
to  be  attached  does  not  relate  back 
to  the  time  of  the  pervice  of  the 
warrant  so  as  to  vest  title  in  the 
sheriff  fnm  that  date.  Neither 
the  obligor  in  the  bond  nor  the 
sheriff  can  set  up  the  fraudulent 
character  of  the  transfer  of  such 
bond  to  an  assignee  in  an  action 
thereon. 

The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
(see.  G49,  sub.  2)  has  made  no  change 
by  which  bonds,  promissory  notes, 
&c.,  are  subjected  to  the  rules 
governing  the  attachment  of  goods 
and  chattels,  except  as  to  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  attachment  is 
effected  {Thurber  agt.  Blanck,  50 
JV!  F.,  80;  and  Castle  agt.  Lewis, 
78  JV.  Y.,  137,  followed  and  ap- 
proved ;  Anthony  agt.  ^ood,  29 
Huny  239,  r«wr««S).  {Arvlhony  agt. 
Wood,  ante,  424.) 

33.  Sections  655,  675— r  Attachment 
duty  of  the  sheriff  to  collect  and 
hold  demands  attached.  {See  Da- 
vidson agt,  Chatham  Nat  Bank,  82 
Hun,  138.) 

34.  Section  683  —  Motion  to  vacate 
an  attachment  —  power  of  the 
court  to  amend  the  warrant — lim- 
itation upon  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  oppose  the  motion  by  new 
proof  —  waiver  of  objection  to  the 
new  proof  offered  —  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  section  723.  {See  Kib- 
be  agt.  WetTnore,  31  Hun,  424.) 

85.  Section  708  —  The  provision  of 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  {stib.  3)  declaring  that  a 
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person  who  willfully  conceals  or 
withholds  from  the  sheriff  prop- 
erty which  he  has  attached,  but 
which  has  passed  out  of  his  hands, 
shall  be  liable  to  double  damages 
**at  the  suit  of  the  party  ag- 
grieved," gives  to  .he  attachment 
and  execution  creditor  a  right  of 
action  when  aggrieved.  {Scott  et 
oL  agt.  Morgan,  94  N.  Y.,  508.) 

36.  Section  728  —  Motion  to  vacate 
an  attachment  —  power  of  the 
court  to  amend  the  warrant  —  lim- 
itation upon  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  oppose  the  motion  by  new 
proof — waiver  of  objections  to  the 
new  proof  offered  —  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  section  C83.  {See  Kib- 
be  agt.  Wetmore,  31  Hun,  424.)   . 

87.  Section  723  —  Amendments  —  a 
new  party  may  be  made  a  defend- 
ant after  a  demurrer  alleging  a 
defect  of  parties  defendant  has 
been  interposed.  {See  Lewin  agt. 
Wi-ight,  81  Hun,  837.) 

88.  Section  788  —  There  is  no  stattx- 
tory  authority  allowing  one  joint 
debtor  or  partner  to  make  an  offer 
of  judgment  in  behalf  of  his  joint 
debtor  or  copartner.  '*  Tlis  Hke 
offer"  as  usea  in  this  section  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  means 
that  judgment  must  be  taken 
against  him  who  makes  the  offer 
if  separate  judgment  can  be  taken. 

Section  1982  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  allowing  judgments.to 
be  entered  in^  form  against  both 
joint  debtors  when  only  one  is 
served,  does  not  relate  to  judg- 
ments entered  upon  offers.  {Oar- 
rison  agt.  Oarrison,  ante,  271.) 

89.  Section  756  — Under  the  pro- 
visions of  this  section  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  where, 
after  issue  has  been  joined  in  an 
equity  action,  the  plaintiff  trans- 
fers nis  interest,  the  transferee 
may  move  to  be  substituted  as 
plaintiff ;  and  where,  upon  such 
motion,  made  with  due  notice  to 
the  defendant,  an  order  of  substi- 
tution is  granted  without  directing 
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supplemental  pleadings,  or  an 
amendment  of  the  complaint, 
aside  from  such  substitution  the 
question  as  to  title  in  the  substi- 
tuted plaintiff  is  determined  by 
the  order,  and  mav  not  be  raised 
upon  the  trial ;  and  this,  although 
defendant  made  default  upon  the 
motion.    {Smith  agU  2Mnski,  94 

If,  r.,  519.) 

40.  Section  772  —  Practice — one  jus- 
tice of  the  supreme  court  cannot 
review  the  aecision  of  another, 
except  as  to  provisional  remedies 
and  the  cases  arising  under  this 
section  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure. {See  People  agt.  NcU, 
Trust  CI?.,  31  Ilun,  20.) 

41 ;  Sections  791,  798— When  an  ac- 
tion is  brought  upon  a  judgment 
rendered  in  a  chancery  court  in 
the  state  of  'I'ennessee  in  an  action 
on  a  policy  of  fire  insurance  on 
motion  for  a  preference  on  the 
calendar: 

Held,  that  the  action  being  against 
a  corporation,  and  founded  upon 
a  Judgment,  which  is  an  evidence 
of  debt  for  the  absolute  payment 
of  money,  the  right  to  a  preference 
appears  upon  the  face  of  the 
pleadings,  and  is  absolute  without 
any  qualification  or  condition  of 
any  kind.  It  is  a  right  given  by 
statute,  which  no  court  can  by 
rules  or  otherwise  limit  or  abridge. 
(MeArthur  agt.  Comtnereial  Fire 
Insurance  Company,  ante,  510.) 

42.  Sections  823,  971,  1003  — The 
fact  that  in  an  action  to  foreblose 
a  mortgage  the  sale  of  the  mort< 

gaged  premises  ma^  result  in  a 
eticiency,  for  which  a  money 
judgment  may  be  docketed  against 
the  defendant  liable  for  such  de- 
ficiency, does  not  entitle  him  as 
matter  of  right  to  a  jury  trial ;  the 
action  is  in  equity  and  is  triable 
by  the  court. 

Where  in  such  case  the  court 
directs  any  matter  of  fact  to  be 
tried  by  a  jury  as  authorized  by 
these  sections  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  and  where  after 


such  trial  the  court  disregards  the 
verdict  and  makes  it  own  findings, 
the  case  is  to  be  reviewed  on  ap- 
peal, on  the  findings  and  decisions 
of  the  court,  as  if  there  had  been 
no  submission  of  any  fact  to  the 
jury.  {OarroU  et  ai.  agt.  Deimel 
etaL,9^N,  7..  252.) 

43.  Section  829  —  Evidence — when 
a  party,  seeking  to  enforce  a  claim 
which  originally  existed  against  k 
peraon  who  has  since  died,  is 
competent  to  testify  as  to  personal 
transactions  between  himself  and 
such  deceased  person  in  respect 
to  such  claim.  {Stephens  agt.  Chr- 
neU,  32  Hun,  414.)  - 

44.  Section  820  —  Evidence  —  per- 
sonal transactions  with  a  deceased 
person  — what  are  to  be  considered 
as  such  —  when  a  party  to  the 
transaction  cannot  testify  as  to 
what  was  said  and  done  by  the 
others  in  his  presence.  {See  WU- 
eon  agt.  ReynolcU^  31  Hun,  4G.) 

45.  Section  829  —  Evidence  —  when 
the  holder  of  a  note  does  not  de- 
rive his  title  or  interest  thereto 
from  the  person  who  delivers  it 
to  him.  {See  Converse  agt.  Cook, 
31  Hun,  417.) 

46.  Section  829  —  Evidence  —  when 
a  witness  is  interested  in  the  event 
of  the  action.  {See  Barton  agt. 
ScramUng,  31  Hun,  467.) 

47.  Section  829— In  an  action  brought 
by  the  heirs  of  a  deceased  grantor 
to  set  aside  his  conveyance  on  the 
ground  of  undue  influence,  his 
widow,  who  as  his  wife  joined  in 
the  conveyance,  is  "  a  person  in- 
terested in  the  event  of  the  action" 
within  the  meaning  of  this  section 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procwiure, 
and  as  such  is  incompetent  to  tes- 
tify to  personal  transactions  or 
communications  between  her  and 
the  deceased.  {Sajvford  et  al,  agt. 
mithai'ph  et  al,  95  N,  T.,  48.) 

48.  Section  829  — The  opinion  of  a 
witness,  not  an  export,  as  to  the 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


M  V  V 


Digest. 


mental  coDdition  of  another  is  not 
competent,  save  in  the  case  of  a 
subscribing  witness  to  a  will,  al- 
though based  upon  what  the  wit- 
ness himself  saw  and  heard. 

The  extent  to  which  the  exam- 
ination of  such  a  witness  may  go 
is  this,  where  he.  has  testified  to 
facts  within  his  knowledge  and 
observation,  i.  e.,  acts  and  declara- 
tions of  the  person  whose  mental 
condition  is  the  subject  of  inquiry, 
tending  to  show  soundness  or  un- 
soundness of  mind,  he  may  char- 
acterize them  as  rational  or  irra- 
tional ;  his  testimony  must  be 
limited  to  his  conclusions  from 
the  facts  testified  to  hy  him. 

Where,  therefore,  m  an  action 
to  set  aside  an  assignment  of  a 
bond  and  mortgage  because  of  the 
mental  incapacity  of  the  assignor, 
a  witness  not  an  expert,  was  allow- 
ed to  testify  under  objection  and 
exception  that  from  what  he  had 
observed  of  the  acts  and  conversa- 
tions of  the  assignor  he  considered 
"  his  mind  was  gone;  "  and  other 
witnesses  after  testifying  to  inter- 
views with,  and  acts  of  the  assign- 
or, in  answer  to  questions,  asking 
them  to  characterize  his  condition, 
pronounced  him  imbecile:  Held, 
that  the  testimony  was  incompe- 
tent, and  its  reception  error. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the 
administrator  of  the  assignor : 
JSeld^  that  his  next  of  kin  were 
interested  in  the  event  of  the  ac- 
tion within  the  meaning  of  this 
provision  of  this  section  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  excluding 
such  witnesses  from  testifying  to 
"personal  transactions  or  com- 
munications "  between  themselves 
and  the  deceased.  (Holcomb  agt. 
HolcomJb,  95  K  K,  318.) 

49.  Section  829  —  Probate  was  con- 
tested bv  the  beirs-at-law.  It  ap- 
peared tnat  through  partial  paraly- 
sis of  the  vocal  organs,  the  testator 
at  the  time  he  executed  his  will 
was  unable  to  utter  words,  but  he 
made  sounds  intelligible  to  those 
familiar  with  him,  and  signs, 
which  to  some  extent  any  one 


could  interpret.  His  wife  went 
with  him  to  the  house  of  the 
scrivener  who  drew  the  will.  She 
was  executrix  and  legatee:  Held^ 
that  she  was  incompetent  under 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  to  testify- to  anything 
said  by  her  to  the  testator,  or  to 
what  he  communicated  to  her  or 
others,  in  reply.  {^Lane  agt.  Lane^ 
95 -y.  r.,494.) 

50.  Section  829  —  In  proceedings  for 
the  probate  of  a  will  the  executor 
who  presented  the  will  for  probate, 
and  wlxo  was  the  principal  legatee, 
after  proving  the  loss  of  a  former 
will,  drawn  by  him,  and  executed 
by  the  testatrix,  was  permitted  to 

'  testify  to  its  contents,  and  was 
also  allowed,  after  testifying  that 
he  had  an » interview  with  the  de- 
cedent, to  testify  that  a  memoran- 
dum produced  was  made  by  him 
at  the  house  of  the  testatrix,  at  the 
time  of  the  interview,  and  that 
from  it  another  prior  will  was 
drawn  by  him:  Hdd,  en'or;  that 
the  evidence  was  "concerning  a 
personal  transaction  or  communi- 
cation between  the  witness  and 
the  deceased  "  within  the  meaning 
of  this  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure.  (Matter  of  WUi  of 
Smith,  95  JHf.  r.,  617.) 

51.  Section  870 — Action  against  the 
president  or  treasurer  of  an  unin- 
corporated association  —  the  offi- 
cer so  sued  cannot  be  examined 
as  a  party  before  trial  —  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  section  1919. 
(See' DuTican  agt.  Jonea,  82  Hun, 
12.) 

52.  Section  872  —  A  plaintiff  in  an 
action  has  the  right,  under  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  to  an 
order  for  the  examination  of  one 
of  two  defendants,  to  prove  a  co 
partnership  between  the  defend- 
ants. {Goldberg  agt.  Roberta^  anUy 
269.) 

53.  Section  872,  subdivision  4  — 
Examination  of  a  party  before 
trial  —  the    testimony    muat   bo 
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shown  to  be  material  and  neces- 
sary —  general  nile  No.  88  — right 
to  examine  the  president  of  a 
joint-stock  association  in  an  action 
against  it.  {See  Wayne  GomUy 
aavings  Bank  agt.  Brackett,  81 
Hun,  484.) 

54.  Section  873  — Order  for  the  ex- 
amination of  a  party  before  trial 
—  not  granted  to  enable  the  party 
seeking  it  to  prove  that  his  adver- 
sary is  guilty  of  a  crime  of  fraud. 
{See  Andrews  agt.  Prince,  81  Hun, 
288.) 

65.  Section  886  —  Practice  —  a  party 
to  an  action  cannot  be  compelled 
to  appear  for  examination  before 
trial  in  an^  county  other  than  the 
one  in  which  he  resides  or  has  an 
office.  (Sae  Ousiaf  agt  Atnerican 
Steamt/Up  Co.,  81  kun,  95.) 

56.  Section  ©23  — Notary— certifi- 
cate as  to  protest  of  note  and  serv- 
ice of  notice — a  second  certificate 
may  be  made  if  the  first  be  lost. 
{See  Kellam  agt.  McKoon,  81  Hun, 
519.) 

67.  Sections  956,  957,  958  — The  pro- 
visions of  these  sections  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  making 
certified  copies  of  the  records  of 
foreign  countries  evidence  and 
prescribing  the  manner  of  authen- 
tication, have  no  application  to 
sueh  a  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
forgery.  {T?ie  People  figt.  If Argen- 
cour,  95  iV.  r.,  624.) 

58.  Section  977—  Though  under  or- 
dinary circumstances  the  party 
,  only  who  has  noticed  a  cause  for 
trial  can  move  it  for  that  purpose, 
yet  when  a  cause  has  been  speci- 
ally set  down  for  the  day  on  which 
it  was  moved,  and  no  objection 
was  made  to  the  right  of  the  de- 
fendant to  move  it,  and  the  plain- 
tiff's counsel,  after  the  jury  was 
drawn,  simplv  refused  to  proceed 
with  the  trial,  the  court  was  jus- 
tified in  directing  a  dismissal  of 
the  complaint.  (Haberstieh  agt. 
Fisefier,  ante,  818.) 


59.  Sections  982,  988,  984,  987  — 
Place  of  trial — power  of  the  court 
to  change  it.  {See  Qorman  a^. 
South Boeton  Iron  Co.,  Zl  Hun,  71.) 

60.  Section  998 — Commissions  — 
when  allowed  upon  a  fund  held 
b^  an  executor  as  trustee,  in  ad- 
dition to  those  allowed  to  him  as 
executor  —  when  an  executor  will 
be  charged  with  interest  because  of 
his  failure  to  invest  a  fund  in  his 
hands  —  what  errors  can  be  cor- 
rected upon  an  appeal  from  such 
a  decree  without  any  case  being 
prepared  and  settled.  {See  Matter 
ofJaekeon,  82  Hun,  200.) 

61.  Section  1002— Motion  — a  deci- 
sion of  one  justice  cannot  be  re- 
viewed at  a  special  teim  held  by 
another.  {See  TanstaU  agt  Win- 
tan,  81  Hun,  222.) 

62.  Section  1019  —  A  referee,  under 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  will  not  have  done  his 
dutv  unless  he  delivers  his  report 
to  the  clerk  to  be  filed  in  case  it  is 
not  taken  up  by  one  of  the  attor- 
neys within  sixty  days. 

Notification  to  the  plaintiff's  or 
defendant's  attorneys  by  tlie  ref- 
eree that  his  report  is  ready  and  at 
their  disposal,  on  payment  of  his 
fees  (uamine  the  amount),  is  not 
to  be  deemed  a' sufficient  delivery 
to  prevent  the  forfeiture  of  his 
fees  or  the  termination  of  the  refer- 
ence under  this  section  of  the 
Code. 

(See  Tliomton  agt.  TJiomton,  66 
How.,  119,  where  the  same  cases 
are  cited  and  a  different  conclusion 
reached  by  IIaight,  J.)  {LUtle  agt 
Lynch,  ante,  1.) 

68.  Section  1018  —  Reference  —  an 
action  to  charge  lands  in  the  hands 
of  heirs  or  devisees  with  debts  of 
an  ancestor  is  only  referable  by 
consent — when  the  right  to  ap- 
peal is  not  lost  by  participating  in 
the  reference.  {See  Bead  agt. 
Loun,  81  Hun,  286.) 

64.    Section    1018  —  Costs  —  where, 
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on  a  trial  before  a  referee  the 
plaintiff  recovers  a  judgment 
against  one  of  the  defendants,  the 
other  defendant  can  only  have 
costs  awarded  to  him  upon  a 
motion  to  the  court  —  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  section  3229. 
(See  New  York  Elevated  R  R.  Co, 
agt.  McDaniel,  31  Hun,  310.) 

65.  Sections  1228, 1229  —  Action  for 
divorce — power  of  the  special 
term  to  review  the  report  of  a 
referee  —  it  can  only  refuse  to  con- 
firm it  because  of  fraud  or  collu- 
sion. (See  Rosa  agt  Rou^  81  Hun, 
140.) 

66.  Sectionsl246, 1247  — Transcript 
of  a  judgment  —  how  it  must  be 
attested  to  authorize  a  county 
clerk  to  docket  it.  (5^  People  ex 
rel.  Orittenden  agt.  Keenan,  81 
Hun,  625.) 

67.  Section  1208  — Under  section 
5117  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
the  United  States,  which  provides 
that  *  *  no  debt  created  by  the  fraud 
of  the  bankrupt  shall  be  discharg- 
ed by  proceedings  in  bankruptc;p^' 
those  claims  which  have  been  in- 
cun*ed  by  any  false  representations 
or  pretense  of  the  bankrupt,  or 
purchases  made  with  the  precon- 
ceived intent  of  hot  paying  for 
them,  are  fraudulently  contracted 
and  the  debts  thus  ansing  are  not 
discharged.  (Kaufman  agt  lAnd- 
ner,  ante,  322.) 

68.  Section  1279  — The  affidavit  re- 
quired by  this  section  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  to  accompany 
the  case  on  submission  of  a  con- 
troversy upon  admitted  facts, 
must  be  made  by  one  of  the  par- 
ties where  there  is  a  natural  person 
a  party  by  whom  it  may  be  made; 
an  affidavit  of  an  attorney  of  one 
of  the  parties  is  insufficient 
(Bloomjield  agt.  Ketcham,  95  N.  T., 
657.) 

69.  Section  1301,  1316  — Where  a 
notice  of  appeal  from  a  final  judg- 
ment does  not  specify  and  gives 


no  notice  of  an  intention  to  review 
an  interlocutory  judgment,  the  lat- 
ter, as  to  all  points  covered  there- 
by, is  to  be  taken  as  the  settled 
law  of  the  case,  and  is  not  open 
for  review  upon  the  appeal. 
(Reese  agt  Smith,  95  JH,  F.,  645.) 

70.  Section  1312  — An  application 
for  an  order  dispensing  with  or 
limiting  the  security  required  to 
stay  execution  on  appeal  to  this 
court,  may  not  be  maae  here,  but 
should  be  made  to  the  court  "  in 
or  from  which  the  appeal  is  taken." 

It  teems  that  the  only  cases 
where  the  application  may  be 
made  to  the  court  to  which  the 
appeal  is  taken  (except  where  the 
appeal  is  in  the  same  court  which 
rendered  the  judgment  or  made 
the  order  appealed  from)  are  those 
where  the  appeal  is  to  the  supreme 
court  from  an  inferior  court  or  to 
a  general  term  of  the  supreme 
court,  or  of  a  superior  city  court 
in  a  special  proceeding.  (HiUs 
agt.  T/ts  People  Savings  Bank  et  cU., 
95  N,  T„  676.) 

71.  Section  1818— Although  the  Code 
provides  that  an  appeal  must  be 
taken  from  the  order  denying  a 
new  trial,  an  appeal  taken  before 
the  judgment  of  reversal  is  en- 
tered is  ineffectual  to  review  the 
judgment.  ( Vemjon  et  al.  agt.  Pal- 
mer, antSj  18.) 

72.  Section  1827  — Undertaking  on 
appeal  —  when  it  is  insufficient. 
(See  HoUister  agt  McNeill,  81  Hun, 
629.) 

73.  Section  1849  —  Appeal  —  it  lies 
from  an  order  overruling  a  de- 
murrer. (See  Hand  agt.  Super- 
visors of  Columbia  Co.,dl  Hun^  531.) 

74.  Section  1870  —Execution— form 
of,  when  issued  upon  a  judgment 
recovered  in  an  action  against  an 
absconding  debtor  served  by  pub- 
lication—Code of  Civil  Proced' 
ure,  sections  488,  1870  —  when  an 
execution  and  the  sale  had  there- 
under will  be  set  aside.  (See  Place 
agt  Riley,  83  Han,  17.) 
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75.  Sections  1421  to  1425  — These 
sections  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, which  authonze  the  sub- 
stitution of  indemnitors  to  the 
sheriif  as  defendants  in  his  place 
and  stead,  are  not  unconstitutional 
{Beversing  8,   C,  m  Uou).,  854). 

The  right  of  action  of  the  injured 
party  is  not  thereby  taken  away 
or  rendered  ineffectual,  but  its 
enforcement  is  simply  confined  to 
the  actual  trespasses. 

The  right  to  sue  a  specific  indi- 
vidual is  not  a  constitutional  right 
which  cannot  be  taken  away  where 
adequate  and  complete  protection 
to  the  right  of  property  is  left. 
(Hein  agt.  Davidsont  arUe,  148.) 

76.  Sections  1441-1461  —  Tenants  in 
common  —  in  an  action  for  par- 
tition no  allowance  will  be  made 
for  improvements  made  by  one 
without  the  assent  of  his  cotenant 
—  no  allowance  is  made  to  a  pur- 
chaser under  an  execution  sale  for 
improvements  made  before  the 
time  to  redeem  has  expired.  {See 
Ibrd  agt  Knapp,  81  Hun,  522.) 

77.  Section  1487  — The  complaint 
alleged  the  emplo3rment  of  defend- 
ant as  attorney,  etc.,  and  that 
while  so  employed  he  received 
the  money  in  question  "  in  a  fidu- 
ciary capacitv,  that  the  same  had 
been  demanded,  but  that  he  neg- 
lected and  refused  to  pay  the  same 
and  had  converted  it  to  his  own 
use  :  Held,  that  the  cause  of  action 
was  one  ex  eontractu  not  ex  delicto. 

Also  Tield,  that  proof  that  de- 
fendant had  received  money  to 
which  plaintiff  was  entitled  was 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  action  ; 
that  notwithstanding  the  allega- 
tion that  defendant  received  it  in 
a  fiduciary  capacity,  if  no  order 
of  arrest  had  been  eranted  during 
the  pendency  of  the  action,  the 
effect  of  the  judgment  would  not 
be  to  subject  defendant  to  an 
execution  against  his  person,  and 
so  proof  of  the  allegation  was  not 
essential.  iSegelken  agt  Meyer,  94 
if.  r.,  478.) 

78.  Section   1583  —  Partition  —  no 


sale  can  be  ordered  in  an  action 
brought  by  one  tenant  in  common 
of  a  vestea  remainder  —  effect  of 
the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the 
prior  estate.  {See  Seheu  agt. 
Lehning,  81  Hun,  183.) 

79.  Section  1695  —  A  warrant  for 
the  collection  of  taxes  is  not  in- 
validated by  the  omission  of  the 
dollar  sign  before  the  figures — 
replevin  will  not  lie  where  the 
warrant  is  regular  on  its  face. 
{See  American  Tool  Co,  agt  Smith, 
82  Hun,  121.) 

80.  Section  1721  —  Action  to  recover 
a  chattel  —  when  the  facts  show- 
ing the  detention  to  be  unlawful 
need  not  be  specifically  alleged  in 
the  complaint  {See  Chapin  agt 
Merchanta^  Nat.  Bank,  81  Hun, 
529.) 

81.  Section  1721 — Action  to  re' 
cover  a  chattel  wrongfully  de" 
tuned — when  the  facts  showing 
the  detention  to  be  wrongful 
should  be  stated  in  the  complaint. 
{See  Davenport  Glucose  Mfg.  Co, 
agt  Taiuig,  81  Hun,  563.) 

82.  Sections  1787,  1741  —  Action  to 
foreclose  a  lien  upon  a  chattel  — 
a  warrant  to  the  sheriff  to  seize 
and  hold  the  chattel  does  not  pro- 
tect him  in  taking  it  from  the 
possession  of  one  who  is  not  a 
party  to  the  action,  and  claims  to 
be  the  owner  thereof.  {See  Car- 
penter agt  LoU,  81  Hun,  349.) 

83.  Section  1769—  Action  for  a  lim- 
ited divorce  —  no  allowance  for 
counsel  fees  can  be  made  after  a 
judgment  has  been  entered.  {See 
Winlon  agt.  Winton,  81  Hun,  290.) 

84. "Sections  1773,  2281— The  pro- 
visions of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure for  fine  and  imprisonment 
of  a  husband  in  default  for  non- 
payment of  alimony  do  not  inter- 
fere with  or  restrict  the  power  of 
the  court  to  strike  out  the  answer 
of  a  disobedient  defendant  in  a 
divorce  suit.  {Brisbane  agt.  Bris- 
bane, ante,  184) 
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85.  Section  1779  — Pleadings  — al- 
legation that  the  defendant  is  a 
corporation  —  what  averments  in 
the  answer  do  not  raise  an  issue 
OS  to  this  fact.  {See  Qvxtc^  agt. 
Amerwan  SteanuMp  (Jo.,  m  Hun, 
95.) 

86.  Section  1780,  subdivision  8^ 
Cause  of  action — where  it  arises — 
when  the  court  has  jurisdiction 
of  an  action  between  two  foreign 

fovernments.    {See  Toronto  IVust 
b.  agt.  Chicago,  B.  and  Q.  R  R 
Co.,  9'i  Hun,  190.) 

87.  Sections  1835,  1836— Where  a 
claim  was  presented  to  J.,  an  at- 
torney of  an  executor,  and  was 
disputed  and  an  offer  was  made  to 
refer  the  same  under  the  statute, 
and  afterwards  plaintiff's  attorneys 
served  upon  J.  a  written  notice 
directed  to  him  as  attorney  for  the 
executor  renewing  plaintiff's  offer 
to  refer  and  to  appear  before  the 
surrogate  at  such  reasonable  time 
as  he,  J.,  should  name  to  have  the 
reference  agreed  upon  and  perfect- 
ed, concluding  as  follows:  "And 
you  will  also  take  notice  that  your 
omission  to  appoint  a  time  for  a 
meeting  before  the  surrogate  will 
be  regarded  as  a  refusal  to  refer.'' 
And  in  response  to  such  notice  the 
plaintiff's  attorneys  were  served 
with  a  written  notice  from  J.  stat- 
ing, in  substance,  that  the  alleged 
clakn  had  been  withdrawn  by  the 
person  who  presented  it  and  that 
there  was  *'no  subject-matterfor 
a  reference  and  no  occasion  for  the 
choice  of  a  referee: " 

Held,  that  this  amounted  to  a 
refusal  to  refer  and  is  sufficient  to 
entitle  plaintiff  to  costs,  &c.,  un- 
less the  withdrawal  of  the  claim 
as  alleged  would  prevent.  But 
tlie  defendants  having  alleged 
such  withdrawal  should  establish 
it  affirmatively. 

The  plaintiff's  attorneys  having 
pressed  their  claim  continually, 
and  defendants  having  had  every 
opportunity  to  refer  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  they 
not  having  taken  steps  to  secure  a 


proposed  reference,  the  plaintiff 
having  succeeded  is*  entitled  to 
recover  his  taxable  costs  and  dis- 
bursements. ( WUkineon  agt.  LitUe- 
wood,  ante,  474.) 

88.  Sections  1885,  1836  — Where  a 
claim  a^inst  a  decedent's  estate 
is  materially  reduced  upon  a  refer- 
ence under  the  statute  thus  mak- 
ing it  plain  that  payment  thereof 
has  not  been  unreasonably  resisted 
or  neglected,  neither  costs  nor  dis- 
bursements can  be  recovered  by 
the  claimant  under  these  sections 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

The  law  granting  disbursements 
as  a  matter  of  right  in  cases  of  this 
kind  is  in  the  Code  of  Procedure 
{aec.  817),  and  section  8246  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  takes  the 
place  oit  this  section  of  the  old 
Code  and  does  not  nve  disburse- 
ments as  a  matter  of  right.  Dis- 
bursements then,  like  costs,  are  to 
be  awarded  by  the  court  as  pro- 
vided in  these  sections  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  {R.  S. ,  part  2, 
HUe  8,  chap.  6,  tee.  87).  They  do 
not  belong  to  the  prevailing  party 
in  such  cases  as  a  matter  of  right. 
{MUer  agt.  MiUer  et  oZ.,  ante,  135.) 

89.  Section  1861  — The  complaint, 
in  an  action  under  this  section  of 
the  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure 
to  establish  a  will,  alleged  in  sub- 
stance that  the  testator,  an  in- 
habitant of,  and  domiciled  in  the 
county  of  R,  in  this  state,  and 
possessed  of  personal  property 
therein,  but  temporarily  residing 
in  Spain,  duly  signed,  published, 
declared  and  executed  the  instru- 
ment in  question  before  a  notary, 
that  it  remains  on  file  in  the  office 
of  the  notary,  from  which,  bjr 
reason  of  the  laws  of  Spain,  it 
cannot  be  taken,  and  that  plaintiff 
is  a  legatee  under  the  will :  Held, 
that  a  case  was  made  out  of  au- 
thorizing the  action.  {Toungen 
agt.  Duffie,  94  JV:  7".,  535.) 

90.  Section  1871  —  An  execution 
against  property  must  be  issued 
before  a  creditor's  suit  can   be 
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maintained,  and  the  fact  that  the 
debtor  himself  may  be  deceased 
forms  no  legal  excuse  for  the  omis- 
sion to  issue  the  execution.  (ZticA- 
Unberg  agt.  Hertdfeldffr,  anU,  196.) 

91.  Section  1902— Action  for  negli- 
gent killiDg— will  not  lie  against 
the  personal  representatives  of  the 
wrong-doer — 1847,  chapter  450 — 
1849,  chapter  256  —  1870,  chapter 
78.  (See  Hegerich  agt.  KeddU,  82 
Uun,  141.) 

92.  Section  1919  — Right  to  exam- 
ine the  president  of  a  joint-stock 
association*  in  an  action  against 
the  association  in  his  name  as 
president.  {See  Wayne  Co,  Sav- 
ings Bank  agt.  Brackett,  81  Hun. 
484.) 

98.  Section  1919  —  Unincorporated 
association  —  actions  against  — 
upon  whom  the  summons  may  be 
served  when  it  has  no  president 
or  treasurer.  {See  Hathaway  agt. 
American  Mining  Stock  JSxcfiange, 
81  Hun,  575.) 

94.  Section  1919  — Action  against 
the  president  or  treasurer  of  an 
unincorporated  association  —  the 
officer  so  sued  cannot  be  exam- 
ined as  a  party  before  trial — Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  section  870. 
{See  Duncan  agt.  Jones,  32  Hun, 
12.) 

95.  Section  1932— This  section  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  al- 
lowing judgments  to  be  entered  in 
form  against  both  joint  debtors 
when  only  one  is  served,  does  not 
relate  to  judgments  entered  upon 
offers.  {Garrison  agt.  Garrison, 
ante,  271.). 

90.  Sections  2269,  J?272— Refer- 
ence —  power  of  a  referee  to  pun- 
ish for  a  contempt — when  he  may 
make  the  order  to  show  cause  re- 
turnable before  the  court  —  duty 
of  the  court  when  the  order  is  so 
made.  {SeeNaylor  agt.  Naylor,  32 
Hun,  228.) 


97.  Section  2285  —  A  surety  on  an 
undertaking  on  which  an  order  of 
arrest  was  granted,  who  swears 
falsely  as  to  his  pecuniary  responsi- 
bility, is  guilty  of  perjury,  which  is 
a  contempt  oi  court,  and  the  court 
is  empowered  to  punish  that  of- 
fense by  imposing  a  fine  sufficient 
to  indemnify  the  defendant  for 
the  loss  and  injury  he  has  sustain- 
ed through  the  surety's  miscon- 
duct, and  by  imprisoning  him  for 
six  months,  and  until  the  fine  is 
paid.  {Stephenson  agt.  Hanson, 
ante,  805.) 

98.  Section  2866  — The  submission 
of  a  cause  of  action  to  arbitrators 
is  in  legal  effect  a  discontinuance 
of  an  action  pending  thereon,  al- 
though the  arbitrators  have  not 
consented  to  act;  and  their  subse- 
quent failure  or  refusal  to  take 
upon  themselves  the  duties  of  the 
arbitration  does  not  revive  the 
action. 

This  result  follows,  although 
the  submission  is  not  acknowl- 
edged as  prescribed  by  this  sec- 
tion of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure. {McNulty  agt. .  SoUey,  95  N, 
T.,  242.) 

99.  Sections  2435,  2436,  2460  — The 
examination  of  debtors  in  supple- 
mentary proceedings,  who  had 
made  an  assignment  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors  should  not  be  restrict- 
ed to  property  acquired  by  them 
since  the  assignment,  but  may 
cover  an  inquiry  "  concerning  their 
property,"  whether  equitable  or 
legal,  mcluding  their  property 
transferred  to  another  with  the 
apparent  intent  to  hinder,  delay 
or  defraud  their  creditors.  {Sellig. 
man  et  al,  agt  T^allaeJi,  ante,  514.\ 

100.  Sections  2453,  526  — The  verifi- 
cation to  a  petition  upon  which  a 
citation  was  issued  by  a  surro- 
gate, requiring  an  executor  to 
show  cause  why  he  should  not 
file  an  inventory,  render  and  settle 
his  accounts  and  pay  a  legacy, 
stated  that  the  petitioner  **  knows 
the  contents  thereof,  and  thai  the 
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same  are  true : "  HddL,  that  this 
"was  equivalent  to  eaying  that  they 
are  true,  to  the  kuowlSge  of  de- 
ponent ;  and  so,  that  there  was  a 
substantial  compliance  with  the 
provisions  of  these  sections  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  (Matter 
of  AppUcatum,  etc.,  of  Maeaulay, 
94  N.  r,  674.) 

101.  Sections  2472,  2481— Surrogates 
have  power  to  compel  a  purchaser 
of  real  estate  to  take  or  to  dis- 
charge a  purchaser  from  taking. 
{Matter  of  Lynch,  ante,  486.) 

102.  Section  2481— The  surrogate 
has  power,  under  this  section  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  to  open, 
vacate  or  set  aside  decrees  in  nnal 
accountings  of  executors.  {Matter 
of  TUden,  ante,  447.) 

108.  Sections  2484,  2485— These  sec- 
tions are  constitutional.  (See  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Oakley  agt.  Pttty,  82 
liun,  443.) 

104.  Section  2486  —  Practice  —  trial 
of  an  action  at  a  special  term  in 
case  of  the  disability  of  the  surro- 
gate—  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
sections  2545,  2486  —  requests  for 
findings — power  of  the  justice  to 
allow  them  after  the  case  has  been 
submitted  —  General  Rule  No.  82. 
{See  Matter  of  C  hauneey,  d2  Hun, 
429.) 

105.  Sections  2525,  2586  — The  ex- 
ecutor was  a  non-resident.  The 
surrogate  made  an  order  directing 
service  of  the  citation  either  per- 
sonally without  the  st«te  or  by 
publication.  Le&s  than  six  weeks 
intervened  between  the  day  the 
citation  was  issued  and  the  day 
named  therein  for  the  return 
thereof.  It  was  served  personally 
in  another  state  more  than  thirty 
days  before  the  return  day  :  Held, 
that  the  service  was  sufficient 
{Code,  eec.  2525) ;  that  as  service 
by  publication  was  not  resorted 
to,  it  was  not  requisite  that  the 
six  weeks  required  for  publica- 
tion should  intervene,  nor  was  it 
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necessary  to  publish  the  citation 
in  the  state  paper,  as  that  is  only 
required  when  service  is  by  pub- 
lication (-Sec.  2586).  (Matter  of 
Application,  etc,,  of  Maeaulay,  94 
N,  Y„  674.) 

106.  Section  2545  —  In  proceedings 
for  the  probate  of  a  will  the  exec; 
utor  who  presented  the  will  for 
probate,  and  who  was  the  princi- 
pal legatee,  after  proving  the  loss 
of  a  former  will,  drawn  bv  him, 
and  executed  by  tlie  testatnx,  was 
permitted  to  testify  to  its  contents, 
and  was  also  allowed,  after  testi- 
fying that  he  had  an  interview 
with  the  decedent,  to  testify  that 
a  memorandum  produced  was 
made  by  him  at  the  house  of  the 
testatrix,  at  the  time  of  the  inter- 
view, and  that  from  it  another 
prior  will  was  drawn  by  him: 
Uetd,  error;  that  the  evidence  was 
"concerning  a  personal  transac- 
tion or  communication  between 
the  witness  and  the  deceased," 
within  the  meaning  of  this  section 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 
(Matter  of  WiU  of  Smith,  95  H.  Y., 
517.) 

107.  Section  2545  — Decision  of  an 
issue  of  fact  by  a  surrogate  —  he 
must  file  findings  of  fact  and  con- 
clusions .  of  law  —  what  papers 
must  be  presented  to  tlie  general 
term  on  an  appeal  from  his  de- 
cision. (See  Waido  agt.  ^Yaldo,  82 
Hun,  251.) 

108.  Section2646— Practice  — trial 
of  an  action  at  a  special  term  in 
case  of  the  disability  of  the  surro- 
gate—  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
sections  2545,  2480 — requests  fcr 
findings  —  power  of  the  justice  to 
allow  them  after  the  case  has  been 
submitted — Gknaral  Rule  No.  82. 
(See  Matter  of  C hauneey,  82  Hun, 
429.) 

109.  Section  26 1 4  —Under  the  provi- 
sions of  this  section  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  l^ocedure,  requiring  in 
proceedings  for  the  probote  of  a 
will,  the  presentation  of  a  written 
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petition  "  describing  the  will  "  it 
18  not  essential,  in  order  to  give 
the  surrogate  jurisdiction,  where 
the  will  was  executed  In  duplicate, 
that  this  fact  should  be  stated  in 
the  petition.  {Orosimanei  €d.  agt 
Orouman  et  al.,  95  JV.  F.,  145.) 

110.  Section  2618— The  proponents  of 
a  paper  which  is  claimed  to  be  this 
decedent's  will  lately  finished  the 
presentation  of  their  proofs.  The 
contestant,  through  her  counsel, 
thereupon  filed  an  affidavit  alleg- 
ing facts  which  tend  to  show  that 
the  testimony  of  certain  persons  in 
such  affidavit  named  **  may  be  ma- 
terial "  to  the  issues  of  this  proceed- 
ing. The  contestant  also  caused  to 
be  filed  and  to  be  served  upon  the 
proponents  a  notice  to  the  effect 
that,  before  proceeding  to  intro- 
duce proofs  in  opposition  to  pro- 
bate, she  required  the  examination 
of  the  persons  in  such  affidavit 
named: 

Held,  flr$t,  that  the  duty  of  pro- 
ducing such  witnesses  falls  upon 
Sirties  proponent,  not  because  the 
atute  so  declares,  but  because, 
as  it  fails  to  impose  that  duty  upon 
parties  contestant,  they  can  rest 
securely  upon  the  fact  that,  until 
such  witnesses  have  been  produced 
and  examined,  the  will  cannot  be 
admitted  to  probate.     . 

Second.  The  course  of  the  exam- 
ination of  witnesses  brought  into 
court  by  proponents  at  the  instance 
of  contestants,  is  a  matter  purely 
in  the  discretion  of  the  surrof^ate. 
Such  witnesses  must  be  examined, 
because  the  law  demands  their  ex- 
amination, whenever  the  proper 
notice  has  been  filed  and  the  sur- 
rogate has  found  them  to  be  mate- 
rial. They  are  not  to  be  charged, 
so  to  spealc,  to  the  account  of  either 
partv.  They  are  to  be  examined 
by  tne  surrogate.  The  surrogate 
can  require  counsel  to  assist  him 
in  the  examination.  Neither  party 
can  demand,  as  of  righjt,  the  op- 
portunity of  first  examining  the 
witness  who  has  been  produced 
in  pursuance  of  the  notice,  and 
neither  party  can  demand,  as  of 


right,  that  Ms  opponent  shall  be- 
gin such  examination.  The  surro- 
gate should  see  to  it  that  both 
parties  are  afforded  a  fair  oppor- 
tunity for  full  and  searching  in- 
vestigations. In  most  instances, 
where  witnesses  shall  be  thus 
brought  into  court  at  the  request 
of  contestants,  it  will  be  the  most 
natural  course  to  call  upon  the 
contestants  themselves  to  pursue 
the  inquiry  in  the  first  instance, 
because,  presumably,  the^  will  be 
better  advised  than  tbcir  adver- 
saries as  to  the  precise  matters 
which  they  wish  and  expect  to 
prove  ;  but  in  such  cases  a  direc- 
tion to  the  contestants  to  be^in 
the  inquiry,  will  not  of  itself  in- 
volve any  limitation  upon  their 
right  of  making  that  inquiry  as 
searching  and  thorough  as  they 
would  have  been  permitted  to 
make  it  if  the  witness  had  been 
voluntarily  produced  by  the  oppo- 
site party  and  had  testified  in  its 
behalf. 

Third.  As  to  w^hen  witnesses 
produced  in  accordance  with  this 
section  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure are  to  be  examined,  it  is 
a  mere  question  of  the  order  of 
proof,  and  is  entirely  within  the 
discretion  of  the  surrogate.  In 
the  exercise  of  such  discretion  he 
would  ordinarily  permit  the  party 
applying  for  the  examination  to 
decide  for  himself  when  that  ex- 
amination should  be  had.  (Matter 
of  Hay t,  ante,  51.) 

111.  Action  2630  — A  regular  attest- 
ation clause,  shown  to  have  been 
signed  bv  the  witnesses  and  cor- 
roDoratea  either  by  the  circum- 
stances surrounding  the  execution 
of  the  instrument,  the  testimony 
of  other  witnesses  to  the  facto 
due  execution,  or  other  competent 
evidence,  is  sufficient  to  establish 
the  execution  of  a  will  signed  by 
the  testator,  even  against  the  pos- 
itive testimony  to  the  contrarv  of 
the  subscribing  witnesses,  (ifat- 
ter  of  WiU  of  CoUreU,  95  N.  F.,  329.) 

112.  Section  2647— In  proceedhigs 
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taken  under  the  Revised  Statutes 
(2  R  8.,  61,  Bee.  80  et  seq),  for  the 
revocation  of  the  probate  of  a  will 
of  personal  property,  the  contest- 
ant is  not  confined  to  matters 
A\hich  were  not  investigated  and 
tried  when  the  will  was  admitted 
to  probate,  but  the  whole  case  is 
left  open,  and  he  has  the  ri^ht  to 
have  the  questions  then  litigated 
and  determined  tried,  the  same 
as  if  no  adjudication  had  been 
had  thereon. 

To  brin^  a  case  within  the  one 
year's  limit  fixed  by  said  statute 
{fee.  82)  it  was  not  essential  to 
have  a  citation  issued  within  the 
year ;  it  was  sufficient  if  the 
requisite  allegations  were  filed 
with  the  surrogate  within  that 
time. 

It  seems  that  the  rule  is  the  same 
under  this  section  of  the  Code  of 
C  ivil  Procedure,  save  that  a  peti- 
tion in  the  form  prescribed  is  re- 
quired to  be  filed  within  the  year, 
instead  of  allegations.  (Matter  of 
Will  of  Oouraud,  95  iV.  Z.,  2560 

118.  Section  2650— Surrogate,  power 
of,  to  direct  an  executor  to  pay  a 
legacy  pending  an  application  to 
re  voKe  the  probate  of  a  will.  (See 
Matter  of  Hoyt^  81  Bun,  176.) 

114.  Section  2668— Temporary  ad- 
ministrator —  the  special  guardian 
of  an  infant  may  apply  for  his 
appointment  —  the  discretion  of 
the  surrogate  in  granting  the  ap- 
plication will  not  be  reviewed. 
{?4»  Matt&rof  Chase,  32  Hun,  818.) 

115.  Sections  2717.  2718,  2719— Sur- 
rogate, power  of,  to  direct  an  ex- 
ecutor to  pay  a  legacy  pending  an 
application  to  revoke  the  probate 
of  a  will.  {See  Matter  of  Hoyt,  81 
Hun,  176.) 

116.  Sections  2717, 2718, 2728— The 
provision  of  the  said  Code,  re- 
quiring the  surrogate  to  dismiss 
such  a  petition  when  it  is  *  not 
proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
surrogate  that  there  are  assets  ap- 
plicable to  the  payment  of   the 


claim  of  the  petitioner,  which 
may  be  so  applied  without  injuri- 
ously affectinff  the  rights  of  others 
(see.  2718,  stiSd,  2),  does  not  re- 
quire a  reference  to  that  subiect 
in  the  petition,  or  that  proof  shall 
be  made  before  the  issuing  of  an 
order  requiring  an  accounting ; 
but  upon  return  of  the  citation,  if 
issued  upon  a  petition  showing 
the  petitioner  to  be  entitled  to  a 
legacy,  and  that  more  than  a  year 
has  elapsed  since  letters  testa- 
mentary were  issued  (see.  2717, 
sfM.  2),  the  surrogate  is  author- 
ized to  make  the  order  requiring 
the  executor  to  account  (sec.  2723, 
suM.  8) ;  and  when  that  is  com- 
plied with,  if  the  surrogate  is  not 
satisfied  that  there  are  in  the 
,  hands  of  the  executor  assets  prop- 
erly applicable  to  the  payment  of 
the  petitioner's  claim  it  is  his  duty 
to  aismiss  the  petition.  (Matter 
of  AppUeation,  etc.,  of  Maeauiay, 
94iV:  r.,  574.) 

117.  Section  2798  — Except  in  the 
case  of  dower,  which  is  provided 
for  by  this  section  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  whether  the 
widow  shall  have  a  gross  sum  in 
lieu  of  a  life  estate  rests  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court.  (In  Mat- 
ter, etc.,  of  Zahrt,  94  JV.  F.,  605.) 

lia  Sections  2808,  2804,  2805  — A 
petition  presented  to  a  surrogate 
set  forth  that  J.  was  trustee  under 
the  will  of  McC.  ;  that  the  peti- 
tioner was,  by  the  terms  of  the 
will,  entitled  to  the  interest  on 
the  trust  fund,  which  was  so  in- 
vested as  to  yield  an  annual 
income,  of  which  at  least  $387.50 
was  then  in  the  hands  of  the  trus- 
tee, and  that  he  refused  to  pay  it 
over,  claiming  that  the  petitioner 
had  assigned  his  interest,  which 
claim,  the  petitioner  averred,  was 
unfounded :  Held,  that  the  peti- 
tion was  suflScient  to  entitle  the 
petitioner,  under  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  (sees.  2808,  2804),  to  an 
order  for  an  accounting. 

The  answer  did  not  deny  the 
validity  or  legality  of  the  peti- 
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tioner's  claim,  but  set  up  the  pen- 
dency of  an  action  in  wliich  the 
trustee  was  plaintiff  and  the  peti- 
tioner and  others  were  defendants, 
for  the  purpose  of  settling  con- 
flicting claims,  alleged  by  the  trus- 
tee to  have  been  made  upon  the 
fund  and  its  income,  ^o  proof 
was  given  in  support  of  these 
allegations  :  HM,  the  facts  stated 
did  not  in  any  way  tend  to  show 
that  the  petitioner's  claim  was  of 
doubtful  validity,  or  that  the  ac- 
tion was  necessary ;  but  if  this 
were  otherwise,  in  the  absence  of 
the  denial  of  validity  or  legality 
required  by  the  Code  {see.  2805), 
the  pendency  of  the  action  was 
immaterial  and  was  no  bar  to  an 
accounting.  {Matter  of  Estate  of 
McCarter,  04^.  F.,  558.) 

119.  Section  8044— Highway  — en- 
croachments upon  it  —  certificate 
of  a  jury  summoned  under  section 
105  of  1  Revised  Statutes,  522  — 
(^ueUion  as  to  whether  an  appeal 
lies  therefrom  to  the  county  court. 
{See  Commi88toners  of  Jamaica  agt 
Allen,  82  Hun,  01.) 

120.  Section  8070— Costs  on  appeal 
from  a  justice's  court  —  when 
governed  by  the  old  Code.  {See 
Atkins  agt.  Pitcher,  81  Hun, 
b52.) 

121.  Section  8220  —  Receiver  of  an 
insolvent  insurance  company  — 
his  fees  are  to  be  fixed  by  the 
court  under  this  section  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  —  the 
rate  fixed  by  section  2  of  chapter 
278  of  1888  is  not  applicable 
where  the  receiver  was  entitled  to 
kis.  fees  before  that  act  was  passed. 
{See  Matter  of  Security  Life  Ins. 
arid  Annuity  Co,,  81  Hun,  86.) 

122.  Section  8219  —  Costs  —  where 
on  a  trial  before  a  referee  the 
plaintiff  recovers  a  judgment 
against  one  of  the  defendants, 
the  other  defendant  can  only  have 
costs  awarded  to  him  upon  a  mo- 
tion to  the  court  —  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  section  1018.    {See  If. 


T.     Bletated    R   R     Cu.     agt 
McDaniel,  81  Hun,  310.) 

133.  Section  3347— Where  an  action 
is  brought  in  the  name  of  one  per- 
son at  the  instigation  of  and  for 
the  direct  benefit  of  another,  and 
the  relief  asked  for  is  such  as  to 
give  the  latter  the  fruits  of  any 
judgment,  the  case  is  within  the 

S revision  of  this  section  of  the 
ode  of  Civil  Procedure,  declar- 
ing that  "where  an  action  is 
brought  in  the  name  of  another 
by  a  *  •  *  person  who  is 
beneficially  interested  therein." 
the  latter  shall  be  liable  for  costs 
the  same  "  as  if  he  was  the  plain- 
tiff." {Slauson  agt  Watkins,  95 
N.  r,  869.) 

124.  Section  8345  —  Costs  —  action 
against  a  municipal  corporation  — 
wno  is  to  be  deemed  its  chief  fiscal 
officer.  {See  Dreuell  agt.  CUy  of 
Kingston,  82  Hun,  526.) 

125.  Section8245  — Costs  — liability 
of  a  municipal  corporation  there- 
for, in  an  action  commenced  in  a 
justice's  court  —  Code  of  CivU 
Procedure,  section  8847,  subdi- 
vision 18.  {See  Marsh  agt.  ViUage 
of  Lansingburgh,  81  Hun,  514.) 

126.  Section  8245  —  Not  applicable 
to  costs  on  appeal.  {See  UOea 
Water-  Works  Co.  agt.  CUy  of  Utica, 
81  Hun,  426 ) 

127.  Section  8246  —  Reference  of  a 
disputed  claim  against  an  estate  — 
the  prevailing  party  is  not  entitled 
to  his  disbursemeuts  as  a  matter 
of  right  {See  MiUer  agt  Miller, 
83  ^n,481.) 

128.  Section  8347— Attachment  —  it 
cannot  issue  in  an  action  brought 
to  enforce  a  statutory  liabilit3r  — 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  section 
685.  {See  Remington  agt.  0" Dough- 
erty y  83  Hun,  255.) 

129.  Section  8253— Additional  allow- 
ance in  foreclosure  cases  limited 
to   two   and  one-half  per    cent 
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{See  Boia  agt   Jenkint^  81  Hun, 
884.) 

180.  Sections  8253, 8254  — Coste  and 
allowances  —  power  of  the  court 

'  to  provide  for  the  compensation 
of  a  special  guardian  —  additional 
allowances  —  when  they  may  be 
made  to  each  side  —  restriction  as 
to  the  amount  thereof.  {See  Weed 
agt.  Paijie,  81  Hun^  10.) 

181.  Section8287-- Attachment— the 
fees  and  expenses  of  the  sheriff 
are  to  be  adjusted  by  the  judge 
issuing  the  warrant  —  they  can- 
not be  adjusted  by  the  court — on 
an  application  for  their  adjust- 
ment no  direction  can  be  given  as 
to  the  person  by  whom  they  shall 
be  paid  —  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure, section  8807,  subdivision  2. 
{SeeHaU&gt.  U.  S,  Jiefleetor  Co., 

81  Hun,  Ootf.) 

13*3.  Section  8207— Fees  of  a  referee 
appointed  to  sell  land  in  an  action 
of  partition.  {See^aeeeigL  Gilbert, 

82  Hun,  800.) 

138.  Section  3307,  subdivision  2— At- 
tachment —  the  fees  and  expenses 
of  the  sheriff  are  to  be  adjusted 
by  the  judge  issuing  the  warrant 
—  they  cannot  be  adjusted  by  the 
court  —  on  an  application  for 
their  adjustment  no  direction  can 
be  given  as  to  the  person  by  whom 
they  shall  be  paid  —  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  section  8287.  {See 
HaU  agt.  U.  S.  Befleeior  Co.,  81 
Hun,  6U9.) 

134.  Section  3347,  subdivision  18  — 
Costs  —  liability  of  a  municipal 
corporation  therefor,  in  an  action 
commenced  in  a  justice's  court  — 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  section 
8245.  {See  Marsh  agt.  VUlage  of 
Lansingburghy  81  Hun,  514.) 


CODE  OP  CRIMINAL  PRO- 
CEDURE. 

!•  Chapter  4 — Right  of  the  appel- 
late court  to  pronounce  an  appro- 


reversing 


priate  judgment  upon 

an  erroneous  one.    {See  People  hgi. 

Bark,  81  Hun,  SCO.) 

2.  Section  831  —  Communication 
between  the  judge  and  the  juiy 
after  its  retirement  —  when  it  does 
not  furnish  a  ground  for  setting 
aside  the  verdict  —  how  the  error, 
if  anv,  in  making  such  a  commu- 
nication is  to  be  corrected  —  Code 
of  Criminal  Procedure,  sections 
467,  405,  831.  {See  People  agt. 
Kdly,  31  Hun,  225.) 

8.  Section  809  — /l(  seems  that  one 
who  purchases  a  lottery  ticket  for 
the  purpose  of  detecting  and  pun- 
ishing the  vendor,  not  with  intent 
to  aid  in  the  commission  of  the 
offense,  is  not  an  accomplice  with- 
in, the  meaning  of  the  provision 
of  this  section  of  the  Code  of 
Criminal  Procedure,  declaring 
that  a  conviction  cannot  be  had 
upon  the  uncorroborated  testi- 
mony of  an  accomplice.  {The 
People  agt.  Ifoelke  etal.,di  N.  Y,, 
187.) 

4.  Section  465  — New  trial  in  crim- 
inal cases  —  when  granted  on  the 
ground  of  newly  discovered  evi- 
dence. {See  People  agt.  Lane,  81 
Hun,  13.) 

5.  Sections  465,  467  —  Communi- 
cation between  the  judge  and  the 
jury  after  its  retirement  —  when 
it  does  not  furnish  a  ground  for 
setting  aside  the  verdict — how 
the  error,  if  anjr  in  making  such 
a  communication,  is  to  be  cor- 
rected—Code of  Criminal  Pro- 
cedure, sections  467,  4(>5,  831. 
{See  People  agt  KeUy,  31  Hun,  225.) 

6.  Section  467  —  A  motion  for  ar- 
rest of  judfi^ment  in  a  criminal 
action  could  not,  before  the  adop- 
tion of  the  Code  of  Criminal  Pro- 
cedure, and  cannot  now,  be  made, 

'  save  for  some  defect  that  appears 
upon  the  record  ;  it  may  not  be 
based  upon  proof  by  affidavit  of 
facts  outside,  and  constituting  no 
part  of  the  record.  {Tlie  People 
agt,  KeUy,  94  N,  r.,.526.) 
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7.  Sections  469,  627  —  Assuming 
the  provisions  of  the  Penal  Code, 
defining  forgery  in  the  second  de- 
gree {sees,  511,  612),  were  applica- 
ble, as  the  Code  of  Criminal  Pro- 
cedure (sec,  409)  requires  such  a 
question  to  be  raised  by  motion 
before  or  at  the  time  when  defend- 
ant wa4  called  for  judgment  by 
failing  so  to  present  it  the  right  to 
object  was  waived  and  defendant 
could  not  avail  himself  of  it  upon 
appeal. 

The  power  conferred  upon  the 
supreme  court  by  the  Code  of 
Criminal  Procedure  {sec.  627,  as 
amended  by  chap.  866,  Laws  of  1 882) 
on  appeal  in  a  criminal  action,  to 
grant  a  new  trial  where  the  judg- 
ment is  against  evidence  or  law, 
or  where  justice  requires  it.  al- 
though no  exceptions  were  taken 
in  the  court  below,  is  discretionary, 
and  where  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  discretion  has  been  abused,  the 
decision  of  that  court  is  not  re- 
viewable here.  (The  People  agt 
JD'Argencour,  95  N.  T.,  624.) 

8.  Section  542  —  Examination  of  a 
defendant  in  his  own  behalf-^ 
right  to  cross-examine  him  to  dis- 
credit his  testimony  —  when  an 
error  in  allowing  an  improper 
question  is  cured  by  the  harm- 
lessness  of  the  answer.  {See  Peo- 
ple agt.  Irving,  81  Han,  614.) 

9.  Section  873  — The  prevailing 
party  in  a  bastardy  case  is  entitled 
to  taxable  costs  and  no  others. 
And  where  costs  are  awarded  to 
plaintiff  pursuant  to  section  878 
of  the  Criminal  Code,  such  costs 
should  be  taxed  by  the  clerk. 
{Fellows  agt.  Lane,  ante,  485.) 

10.  Section  899  —  Cfer^wran  is  the 
proper  mode  of  review  of  the  de- 
cision of  a  magistrate  in  a  proceed- 
ing affainst  a  disorderly  person  for 
abandoning  his  wife,  under  this 
section  of  the  Code  of  Criminal 
Procedure. 

Such  a  proceeding  is  not  a  crim- 
inal action  as  defined  in  that  Code, 
and  the  justice  before  whom  it  is 


brought  sits  as  a  magistrate  and 
not  as  a  court  of  special  sessions. 
Ko  appeal  is  given  in  such  pro- 
ceeding. 

On  the  hearing,  the  fact  that  the 
wife  left  the  husband's  domicile. is 
not  decisive  of  the  question  of 
abandonment,  but  the  wife  may 
show  that  she  htid  reasonable 
cause  to  leave,  and  if  it  appeai-s 
that  it  was  unsafe  for  her  to  re- 
main in  the  house  with  him  be- 
cause she  was  in  imminent  danger 
of  suffering  personal  violence  at 
his  hands,  her  case  is  made  out, 
and  it  is  therefore  error  on  the 
part  of  the  magistrate  to  exclude 
such  testimony.  {The  People  ez 
reL  Slverrer  agt.  WaLsh^  ante^  482.) 


COMMISSIONERS  OP  EMIGRA- 
TION. 

1.  Congress  has  the  right  to  regulate 
the  terms  upon  which  immigrants 
shall  be  allowed  to  enter  this 
country,  and  have  also  the  power 
to  determine  the  manner  and 
means  by  which  such  protection 
shall  be  afforded.  {Ihe  People,  <te., 
ex  ret.  Mclntyre  agt.  ffurlburt  et  al.^ 
antCfQ^Q.) 

2.  Where  the  commissioners  of  emi- 
gration (who  are  the  agents  of  the 
United  States)  certify  that  they 
have  made  an  examination,  and 
that  they  have  found  that  the  re- 
lators are  persons  unable  to  take 
care  of  themselves  without  be- 
coming a  public  charge: 

Held,  that  upon  this  state  of 
facts,  the  commissioners  had  a 
right  to  say  that  they  should  not 
be  permitted  to  land,  and  this 
court,  upon  Jiabeas  corpus,  cannot 
interfere  with  their  action.      {Id.) 

8.  The  commissioners  of  emigration, 
by  taking  the  relators  from,  the 
steamship  and  into  their  custody, 
and  permitting  them  to  land  for 
the  purpose  of  making  the  neces- 
sary examination,  in  order  to 
ascertain  whether,  under  the  laws, 
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they  should  be  permitted  to  enter 
the  country,  do  not  lose  their 
Jurisdiction.    {Id,) 

4.  A  decision  under  one  writ  of 
habe€ueorptisTetusiDg  to  discharge 
a  person  restrained  of  his  liberty, 
does  not  bar  the  issuing  of  a  sec- 
ond writ  by  another  court  or  offi- 
cer. ( T/i£  People,  dc,exreL  Meln- 
tyre  agt  HurVnirt  et  aL ,  ante,  8(52. ) 

5.  As  the  rule  affords  the  relator  a 
speedy  method  of  ascertaining  the 
views  of  the  judges  who  consti- 
tute the  general  term,  and  secures 
to  him  ail  the  benefits  of  an  ap- 
peal, a  stay  of  proceedings  will 
not  be  granted.    (Id,) 

6.  It  seems  doubtful  whether  the 
state  courts  possess  jurisdiction  to 
release  the  relator  from  the  re- 
straint in  which  he  is  held,  as  the 
commibsioners  of  emigration  are 
to  be  regarded  as  olMcers  of  the 
United  states  in  reference  to  the 
examination  of  pauper  immigrants. 
(Id.) 

7.  The  practical  effect  of  granting  a 
stay  of  proceedings  in  this  case 
would  be  to  enjoin  agents  of  the 
federal  government  from  exercis- 
ing functions  devolved  upon  them 
by  a  law  of  the  United  States  re- 
lating to  a  subject-matter  clearly 
within  the  legislative  powers  of 
congress.  Even  if  the  state  courts 
have  concurrent  jurisdiction,  the 
federal  tribunals  clearly  constitute 
the  most  appropriate  forum  with- 
in which  to  test  the  constitution- 
ality of  such  legislation.    (Id.) 


COMMON  CARRIERS. 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  common 
carrier  for  conversion,  a  clause  in 
a  shipping  receipt  containing  the 
condition  that  "  in  no  event  shall 
the  company  be  liable  for  any  loss 
or  damage,  unless  the  claim  there- 
for shall  be  presented  to  them  in 
writing  within  thirty  days  after 
the  date  of  receipt,    is  available 


to  the  carrier,  and  the  presenta- 
tion of  claims  for  loss  within  the 
time  specified  is  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  the  recovery,  and  unless 
complied  with,  ^e  action  against 
the  carrier  cannot  be  sustained. 
(TRreehberg  agt.  Diiumore.  ante, 
108.) 


COMMON  PLEAS. 

See  Appeal. 

Maeniffee  agt  Luddington,  ante, 
18. 


COMPLAINT. 

1.  In  an  action  on  contract,  brought 
in  the  New  York  superior  court, 
by  a  resident  of  the  city  against  a 
foreign  corporation,  where  it  does 
not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  com- 
plaint that  the  contract  was  not 
made,  executed  or  delivered  with- 
in this  state,  nor  that  the  summons 
was  not  served  on  an  officer  of  the 
defendant  within  this  city  as  pre- 
scribed by  law,  a  demurrer  will 
not  be  sustained  on  the  ground 
that  the  court  has  not  jurisdiction 
of  the  person  of  the  defendant  or 
of  the  subject  of  the  action.  (Fisfter 
agt.  The  Charter  Oak  Life  Insur- 
ance Company,  ante,  191.) 

2.  A  demurrer  interposed  to  a  com- 
plaint upon  the  ground  that  it  does 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action  should  bo 
sustained,  if  the  facts  stated  in  the 
complaint  do  not  entitle  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  relief  specifically  de- 
manded therein,  even  though  they 
would  have  entitled  him  to  some 
other  or  different  relief  had  he 
demanded  it.    (Id.) 

8.  A  complaint  must  state  facts,  from 
which  conclusions  are  to  be  drawn 
not  simply  conclusions.    (Id.) 

4.  Where  the  complaint  alleged  the 
corporation  of  the  defendant  un- 
der the  laws  of  this  state,  and  that 
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on  and  between  certain  dates  one 
Edward  Hewitt  deposited  with  the 
defendant,  in  his  own  name»  the 
sum  of  $718.28;  that  the  sum  of 
$498.88,  on  account  of  said  deposit 
so  made,  is  still  in  the  possession 
and  custody  of  the  defendant;  that 
the  plaintiff  is,  and  was  at  the  time 
above  mehtioned,  the  owner  of  the 
said  money,  and  it  was  left  for  the 
benefit  and  in  trust  for  the  plain- 
tiff: and  that  the  plaintiff  has 
duly  demanded  the  return  of  said 
money,  which  return  the  defend- 
ant has  refused  to  make.  On  de- 
murrer to  the  complaint  on  the 
ground  that  it  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action ; 

Held,  that  the  demurrer  should 
be  sustained.  The  contract  was 
made  by  and  with  consent  of  the 
plaintiff.  It  does  not  appear  that 
the  defendant  refuses  to  perform 
its  contract,  and  until  it  does  so 
appear  there  is  no  cause  of  action 
against  the  defendant.  {Oratby 
agt.  Bowery  Savings  Bank,  ante, 
829.) 

5.  If  there  bo  no  cause  of  action 
stated  in  the  complaint,  the  defcnd- 
a;^t  is  under  no  obligation  to  bring 
in  Hewitt,  as  provided  by  section 
250  of  the  General  Savings  Bank 
act.  That  section  applies  to  an 
action  brought  by  the  party  in 
whose  name  the  deposit  was  made 
when  a  claim  to  the  deposit  is 
made  by  another  person.    {Id ) 

0.  Where  plaintiff's  cause  of  action 
is  upon  a  promissory  note  made 
by  defendant  to  plamtiff's  order, 
and  defendant  admits  the  making 
of  the  note,  but  alleges  by  way  of 
avoidance  that  since  the  making 
and  delivery  of  said  note  he  made 
and  delivered  a  certain  other  note 
as  a  renewal  of  the  note  sued  on, 
and  that  the  latter  note  was  out- 
standing and  not  matured,  the 
plaintiff  should  have  leave  by 
supplemental  complaint  to  allege 
the  fact  that  the  note  pleaded  m 
defendant's  answer  as  paynient  of 
the  note  in  suit  was  not  paid  and 


was  in  plaintiff's  possession,  and  to 
pray  that  he  may  tender  the  same 
on  the  trial.  {Cohn  agL  Hueaon, 
ante,  461.) 

iS00  Mbchakigs'  Lien. 

LeUgne  agt  SchwarzLer^  anie^  181. 


CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

1.  On  an  appeal  from  an  order  made 
by  the  supreme  court  denying  a 
motion  to  vacate  certain  orders  by 
which  the  commissioners  of  esti- 
mate and  assessment  were  ap- 
pointed to  carry  into  effect  an  act 
entitled  *'An  act  granting  to  the 
United  States  the  right  to  acquire 
the  right  of  way  necessary  for  the 
improvement  of  the  Harlem  river 
anu  Spuyten  Duyvil  creek,  and 
for  the  construction  of  another 
channel  from  the  North  river  to 
the  East  river,  through  the  Harlem 
kills,  and  ceding  jurisdiction  over 
the  same"  (Latca  of  1876,  e?tap, 
147,  aa  amended  by  c/iap.  845  of  the 
Lawi  of  1879).  The  orders  were 
made  in  the  course  of  proceedings 
instituted  by  the  United  States 
through  petition  dated  October  8, 
1879,  addressed  to  the  supreme 
court  of  this  state,  setting  forth  a 
desire  to  acquire  certain  described 
lands  as  necessary  for  the  con- 
struction and  use  of  the  improve- 
ment, and  other  allegations  re- 
quired by  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  relating  thereto: 

IIeld,flret,  that  while  the  federal 
government,  as  an  independent 
sovereignty,  has  the  power  of  con- 
demning lands  within  the  states 
for  its  own  public  use,  it  may  lay 
aside  its  sovereignty  and  as  a  pe- 
titioner enter  the  state  courts  and 
there  accomplish  the  same  end 
through  proceedings  authorized 
by  the  state  legislature.  The  stale 
may  delegate  its  power  to  the 
United  States  where  the  use  is 
public  and  the  convenience  is 
shared  by  its  own  citizens.  Lands 
may  be  taken  for  the  use  of  the 
people  of  the  United  States,  and  I* 
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cannot  prejudice  the  proceedings 
for  that  purpose  that  they  are  in- 
stituted by  consent  of  the  legisla- 
ture of  the  state  in  -which  they  lie, 
and  in  a  way  prescribed  by  it, 
made  to  conform  to  the  regula- 
tions of  ita  courts. 

Second.  The  use  for  which  the 
land  is  sought  is  a  public  one. 

Third.  Ihe  fundamental  doc- 
trine is  that  private  property  can- 
not betaken  for  public  purposes 
-without  just  compensation.  But 
this  need  not  be  given  in  all  cases 
concurrently  in  point  of  time  with 
the  actual  exercise  of  the  right  of 
eminent  domain.  It  is  enough  if 
an  adequate  and  certain  remedy 

is  provided  whereby  the  owner 
of  such  property  may  compel  pay- 
ment of  his  damages.  This  means 
reasonable  legal  certainty.  The 
acts  under  which  these  proceed- 
ings are  justified  make  such  pro- 
visions. 

Fourth.  The  subject  is  well  ex- 
pressed in  the  title  of  the  act  of 
187G:  **The  right  to  acquire  the 
right  of  way  necessaiT  for  the  im- 
provement of  the  ifarlem  river 
and  Spuyten  Duyvil  creek,  and 
ceding  jurisdiction  over  the  Fame." 

I  he  act  itself  is  limited  to  matters 
which  relate  to  that  subject,  or 
which  are  implied  in  it  and  are 
necessary  to  make  it  effectual,  the 
acquisition  of  lands  by  purchase 
or  compulsory  proceedings,  the 
manner  of  payment  and  the  mode 
of  acquiring  means  therefor.  All 
these  are  incidental  to  or  parts  of 
the  principal  matter  and  are  ma- 
terial to  the  accomplishment  of 
the  general  purpose  {Affirming 
S.  a,  66  Bow.,  617).    (Matter  of 

United  States,  ante,  121.) 

2.  Sections  1421  to  1425  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  which aithor- 
ize  the  substitution  of  indemni- 
tors to  the  sheriff  as  defendants  in 
his  place  and  stead,  are  not  un- 
constitutional {Revernng  8.  C,  66 
How.,  854). 

Tlie  right  of  action  of  the  in- 
jured party  is  not  thereby  taken 
away  or  rendered  ineffectual,  but 


its  enforcement  is  simply  confined 
to  tl^  actual  trespasses. 
.  The  right  to  sue  a  specific  indi- 
vidual is  not  a  constitutional  right 
which  cannot  be  taken  away 
where  adequate  and  complete  pro- 
tection to  tne  right  of  property  is 
left.  (Hein  agt.  Davidson^  ante, 
148.) 


CONTEMPT. 

See  Alimony. 

Ryer  agt.  Hyer,  ante,  869. 

1.  Reference  —  power  of  a  referee 
to  punish  for  a  contempt  —  when 
he  may  make  the  order  to  show 
cause  returnable  before  the 
court  —  duty  of  the  court  when 
the  order  is  so  made  —  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  sections  2260, 
2-'72.  (See  Naylor  agt.  Naylor,  82 
Hun,  22%.) 


o 


Senate  of  the  state  of  New 
York  —  power  of,  to  conduct  an 
examination  as  to  the  manage- 
ment of  departments  in  the  city 
of  New  York  —  when  it  may  com- 
pel a  witness  to  appear  and  tes- 
tify— power  of,  to  punish  for 
contempt — when  it  cannot  exer- 
oise  juaicial  functions  —  right  of 
a  witness  before  one  of  its  com- 
mittees to  have  the  advice  of 
counsel.  {See  People  ex  rel.  McDon- 
ald agt  Keeler,  82  Hun,  568.) 


CORPORATIONS. 

1.  An  annual  report  of  a  corpora- 
tion, signed  by  two  trustees,  when 
the  certificate  of  incorporation  of 
the  company  was  signed  by  seven 
and  acknowledged  by  nine  trus- 
tees, does  not  satisfy  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  which  requires  such 
report,  to  absolve  the  trustees  from 
personal  liability  for  the  debts  of 
the  corporation,  to  be  signed  by  a 
majoritv  of  the  trustees,  where  it 
is  not  shown  by  an  ofl[lcial  record 
that  more  than  one  of  the  trustees 
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had   resigned.     (Weaterfidd  agt. 
Jiadde  et  al.,  ante,  2U4.) 

2.  In  an  action  against  a  corpora- 
tion, an  answer  verified  by  its 
treasurer  denying  upon  informa- 
tion and  belief,  each  and  every 
allegation  of  the  complaint,  ex- 
cept the  allegation  of  the  defend- 
ant's incorporation  is  in  accord- 
ance with  the  present  practice  and 
creates  a  triable  issue  of  fact, 
-which  must  be  disposed  of  by  a 
trial  in  the  regular  way.  (Macavley 
agt.  Tl^e  BromeU  and  Barkley 
Frinting  Company,  ante,  253.) 

6m  Rbceiyek. 

United  Stata  Trust  Co.  of  New 
York  agt.  N.  T.,  W.  8.  andB. 
JR.  B,  Co.,  ante,  890.) 


COSTS. 

1.  Where  a  claim  against  a  deced- 
ent's estate  is  materially  reduced 
upon  a  reference  under  the  stat- 
ute, thus  making  it  plain  that  pay- 
ment thereof  has  not  been  unrea- 
sonably resisted  or  neglected, 
neither  costs  nor  disbursements 
can  be  recovered  bj  the  claimant 
under  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
(sees.  1835,  1836). 

The  law  granting  disbursements 
as  a  matter  of  right  in  cases  of 
this  kind  is  in  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure {sec.  817),  and  section  8246 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
takes  the  place  of  this  section  of 
the  old  Code  and  does  not  give 
disbui-sements  as  a  matter  of  right. 
Disbursements  then,  like  costs, 
are  to  be  awarded  by  the  court  as 
provided  in  sections  1835  and 
1836,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
(R.  S.,  part  2,  title  8.  eliap.  6,  eee. 
87;.  They  do  not  belong  to  the 
prevailing  party  in  such  cases  as 
a  matter  of  right.  {Miller  agt. 
Miller,  ante,  135.) 

2.  The  prevailing  party,  upon  a 
reference  of  a  claim  against  a  de- 
cedent, under  the  unrepealed  pro- 


visions of  the  Revised  Statutes;  is 
entitled  to  recover  the  fees  of 
referee,  witnesses  and  his  other 
disbursements. 

By  Laws  of  1877  {p.  469).  all  of 
the  Code  of  Procedure  is  repealed, 
except  certain  specified  sections, 
among  which  are  sections  811  to 
822,  both  inclusive,  and  the  re- 
pealing act  of  1880  {Laws  of  1880, 
p.  875,  sub.  8)  provides,  that  the 
repeal  by  that  act  shall  not  affect 
the  right  of  the  prevailing  party 
to  recover  the  fees  of  referee,  wit- 
nesses and  his  other  disburse- 
ments, upon  the  reference  of  a 
claim  against  a  decedent,  under 
the  unrepealed  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  {Tfus  is  adverse 
to  Daggett  agt.  Mead,  11  Abb.  If. 
a,  116;  see,  also.  Miller  a^.  MiUer, 
ante,  185).  (Hall  agt.  £!dmuTuls, 
ante,  202.) 

8.  The  prevailingparty  in  a  bastardy 
case  is  entitled  to  taxable  costs 
and  no  others.  And  where  costs 
are  awarded  to  plaintiff  pursuant 
to  section  878  of  the  Criminal 
Code,  such  costs  should  be  taxed 
by  the  clerk.  {FeUows  agt.  Lane, 
ante,  435.) 

4.  Where  a  claim  was  presented  to 
J.,  an  attornev  of  an  executor,  and 
was  disputed  and  an  offer  was 
made  to  refer  the  same  under  the 
statute,  and  afterwards  plaintiff's 
attorneys  served  upon  J.  a  written 
notice  directed  to  him  as  attorney 
for  the  executor  renewing  plair 
tiff's  offer  to  refer  and  to  app*  .r 
before  the  surrogate  at  such  ja- 
sonable  time  as  he,  J.,  si  ^ul 
name  to  have  the  reference  *  ••'•eeil 
upon  and  perfected,  concluu  • 
as  follows:  "And  you  will  ah 
take  notice  that  your  omission  to 
appoint  a  time  tor  a  meeting  be- 
fore the  surrogate  will  be  reo;arded 
as  a  refusal  to  refer."  And  in  re- 
sponse to  such  notice  the  plain- 
tiff's attorneys  were  served  with 
a  written  notice  from  J.  stating, 
in  substance,  that  the  alleg^ 
claim  had  been  withdrawn  by  the 
person  who  presented  it  and  that 
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there  was  *'  no  subject  matter  for 
a  reference  and  no  occasion  for 
tlie  choice  of  a  referee:'* 

Held,  that  this  amounted  to  a 
refusal  to  refer  and  is  sufficient  to 
entitle  plaintiff  to  costs,  &c.,  un- 
less the  withdrawal  of  the  claim 
as  alleged  would  prevent.  But  the 
defendants  having  alleged  such 
withdrawal  should  establish  it 
atHrmatively. 

The  plaintiff's  attorneys  having 
pressea  their  claim  continually, 
and  defendants  having  had  every 
opportunity  to  refer  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  they 
not  having  taken  steps  to  secure  a 

Proposed  reference,  the  plaintiff 
aving  succeeded  is  entitled  to 
recover  his  taxable  costs  and  dis- 
bursements. {WilkiMon  agt  Lit- 
Uetoood,  ante,  474.) 

5.  The  plaintiff  alleged  in  the  first 
count  of  her  complaint  that  the 
defendant  had  wrongfully  entered 
into  the  possession  of  certain  prem- 
ises, an  undivided  one-seventh  in- 
terest in  which  was  owned  by  the 
plaintiff's  assignor,  and  sought  to 
recover  the  rental  value  and  inesne 
profits  thereof.  In  the  second 
count  she  alleged  the  wrongful 
entry  of  the  defendant  and  the  re- 
covery of  a  judgment  in  an  action 
of  ejectment  brought  against  him 
by  the  plaintiff's  assignor,  and 
sought  to  recover  the  same  rental 
value  and  rn^ne  profits.  The  de- 
fendant's answer  contained  a  gen- 
eral denial,  an  averment  of  owner- 
ship in  himself  and  his  grantors, 
ana  a  claim  to  be  allowed  for  per- 
manent improvements  made  while 
holding  under  color  of  title  ad- 
versely to  the  plaintiff's  assignor. 
Upon  the  trial,  by  the  court  with- 
out a  jury,  a  judgment  for  twenty- 
two  dollars  and  twenty-eight  cents 
was  ordered  for  the  plaintiff  and 
costs  were  awarded  to  the  de- 
fendant: Held,  that  a  question  as 
to  the  title  to  real  estate  was  in- 
volved in  the  issues  raised  b^  the 
answer  and  that  as  the  plamtiff 
had  succeeded,  she  was  entitled 
to  recover  costs.  {Brochdway  agt. 
Bcott,  81  Han,  878.) 


6.  That,  as  the  plaintiffs  right  to 
the  costs  was  governed  by  the 
statute,  the  awani  of  costs  made 
by  the  trial  judge  was  not  final 
and  conclusive  upon  the  parti&<;, 
and  that  the  court  at  special  term 
had  power  to  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment for  costs  entered  in  the  de- 
fendant's favor.    {Id.) 

7.  In  November,  1883,  the  defend- 
ant moved  to  have  the  plaintiff's 
proceedings  stayed  because  of  the 
non-payment  by  the  plaintiff  of 
certain  costs,  which  had  been 
awarded  to  the  defendant  upon 
the  reversal  of  an  order  for  his 
arrest.  This  motion  for  a  stay 
was  denied,  and  the  order  denying 
it  was  affirmed  at  the  general  term, 
but  reversed  by  the  court  of  ap- 
peals on  April  24, 1883.  On  April 
5,1888,  the  action  was  tried  and  a 
verdict  rendered  and  costs  taxed 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  Upon 
the  plaintiff's  motion  an  order 
was  made  setting  off  the  costs 
awarded  to  the  defendant  on  his 
appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals 
against  an  equal  amount  of  the 
general  costs  awarded  to  the 
plaintiff:  Held,  that  the  costs  of 
the  successful  appeal  legally  be- 
lon&^ed,  without  any  assignment, 
to  the  defendant's  attorney;  that 
they  could  not  be  so  set  off  against 
the  general  costs  awarded  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  the  order  so 
directing  should  bo  reversed. 
{TunstaU  agt.  Winton,  81  Hun,  319.) 

8.  An  action,  brought  against  a 
railroad  company,  was  success- 
fully defended  bv  an  attorney  em- 
ployed by  it  and  a  judgment  for 
the  costs  was  entered  in  its  favor. 
A  i*eceiver  of  the  company,  ap- 
pointed in  proceeding  supple- 
mentary to  execution  during  the 

{)endency  of  the  said  action,  col- 
ect«d  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment for  costs :  Hdd,  that  he  was 
properly  required  to  pay  the  same 
over  to  the  attorney  who  defended 
the  action.  {Matter  of  Bailey ,  8L 
Hun,  608.) 

■ 

1 9.  The   discretion   exercised  by  a 
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calendar.  These  costs  were  paid, 
the  answer  amended,  and  there- 
after a  verdict  rendered  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  which  entitled 
him  to  costs :  Hdd,  that  he  could 
not  include  in  his  costs,  the  costs 
already  paid  to  the  plaintiff  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  order. 
{Seneca  NcUion  of  Indians  agt. 
HawUy,  82  Hun,  288.) 

20.  Where  a  disputed  claim  against 
the  estate  of  a  deceased  person  is 
referred  and  a  report  in  the  claim 
ant's  favor  is  confirmed,  the  claim- . 
ant  is  not  entitled,  as  a  matter  of 
right,  to  the  disbursements  neces- 
sarily made  by  him,  but  they,  as 
well  as  the  costs,  are  to  be  award- 
ed or  withheld  by  the  court  in  its 
discretion.  {MUier  agt  Miller,  82 
Hun,  481.) 

21.  Judgment  of  divorce — petition 
to  have  it  vacated  because  of 
fraud  — ^when  the  petitioner  shows 
no  right  to  intervene  —  power  of 
the  court  to  impose  upon  him  the 
payment  of  the  costs.  {See  Sim- 
mons agt.  Simmons^  82  Hun,  551.) 

22.  Justices*  court— entry  of  a  judg- 
ment for  too  large  an  amount  — 
power  of  the  successful  partv  to 
remit  a  part  of  it  —  costs  of  an 
appeal  to  the  county  court.  {See 
Alien  agt.  Swan,  82  Hun,  863.) 

23.  The  general  term  has  no  power 
on  appeal  by  a  railroad  company 
from  one  order  of  confirmation 
of  the  report  of  commissioners  ap- 
pointed in  proceedings  to  acquire 
title  to  lands,  to  award  costs 
to  owners.  {In  re  K,  T.,  W.  S, 
and  B.  R  Ch.,  94  if.  F.,  287.) 

24.  Of  unsuccessful  appeal  by  testa- 
mentary trustee  from  decree  of 
surrogate  in  proceeding  to  compel 
him  to  account  may  be  imposed 
upon  him  individually.  {See  In 
re  MeCarter,  94  N.  F.,  558.) 

25.  Where  an  action  is  brought  in  the 
name  of  one  person  at  the  instiga- 
tion of  and  for  the  direct  benefit  of 


another,  and  the  relief  asked  for  is 
such  as  to  give  the  latter  the  fruits 
of  any  judgment,  the  case  is  within 
the  provision  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  {sec.  8247),  declaring 
that  *'  where  an  action  is  brought  in 
the  name  of  another  by  a  *  •  * 
person  who  is  beneficially  inter- 
ested therein,"  the  latter  shall  be 
liable  for  costs  the  same  *'  as  if  he 
was  the  plaintiff."  {Slauson  agt 
Watkins,  95  N,  7.,  869.) 


COUNTER-CLAIM. 

1.  The  complaint  alleged  that  on  a 
certain  date  defendant,  b^  meana 
of  fraudulent  representations,  ob- 
tained money  from  plaintiff  and 
gave  him  an  instrument  in  writing, 
which  was  set  forth,  and  con- 
tinued in  the  ordinary  form  of  a 
complaint  in  an  action  for  fraud. 
Defendant  pleaded  as  a  defense 
that  plaintiff,  at  about  the  time 
alleged  in  the  complaint,  agreed  to 
carry  on  business  with  defendant 
and  furnish  the  latter  with  $2,000 
working  capital,  and  in  considera- 
tion thereof  defendant  agreed  to 
become  responsible  for  the  amount 
stated  in  the  complaint,  and  exe- 
cuted a  paper  similar  to  the  one 
pleaded  bv  plaintiff;  that  plaintiff 
had  failed  to  furnish  the  amount 
aforesaid  and  pei*f orm  his  contract. 
In  a  separate  defense  defendant 
pleaded  the  same  matter  by  way 
of  counter-claim  and  demanded 
affirmative  relief.  Plaintiff  de- 
murred to  the  defense  as  insuffi- 
cient in  law  upon  the  face  thereof, 
and  to  the  counter-claim  as  insuffi- 
cient in  law  upon  the  face  thereof, 
and  upon  the  further  ground  that 
it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action: 

Held,  that  the  demurrer  to  the 
counter-claim  should  be  overruled, 
but  as  to  the  defense  it  should  be 
upheld.  {Safford  agt.  Snedeker, 
ante,  264.) 

2.  A  demurrer  to  a  counter-claim 
must  specify  the  objections  to  the 
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counter-claim,  otherwise  it  maybe 
disregarded.    {Id.) 


CREDITOR'S  SUIT. 

1.  An  execution  againat  propertrjr 
must  be  issued  before  a  creditor's 
suit  can  be  maintained,  and  the 
fact  tliat  the  debtor  himself  may  be 
deceased  forms  no  legal  excuse  for 
the  omission  to  issue  Uie  execution. 
(Lichtenberg  agt.  Eerdffdder  et  oL^ 
ante,  196.) 


CRIMINAL  LAW. 

1.  The  relator,  by  his  counsel,  sued 
out  a  writ  of  mbeas  corpus  before 
the  recorder  of  the  city  of  Albany, 
alleging  as  a  reason  for  his  dis- 
charge that  the  mandate  in  the 
hands  of  the  superintendent  of 
the  penitentiary  was  not  a  copy 
of  the  record  of  conviction.  The 
return  of  the  defendant  sets  forth 
that  the  relator  was  detained  in 
the  i>enitentiary  by  virtue  of  a 
warrant,  a  copy  of  which  was  at- 
tached to  the  return,  '*  and,  also,  by 
virtue  of  the  Judgment  of  convic- 
tion, for  the  crime  of  assault  in 
the  third  degree,  b^  the  recorder 
of  the  city  of  Binffhamton,  in 
having,  on^  the  8th  day  of  May, 
1888,  at  the  city  of  Binghamton, 
beaten,  struck  and  assaulted  one 
A.  Levine."  The  return  of  the 
defendant  was  not  traversed: 

Heidyflrsty  that  upon  the  return 
to  the  writ  having  been  made,  the 
court  is  to  examine  into  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  return.  If  there  is 
no  traverse  of  those  facts  they 
must  be  talcen  as  true. 

Held,  second,  that  the  record 
showed  a  conviction  for  a  crime 
by  a  competent  court,  and  shows 
that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  and  of  the  offense 
charged,  and  the  imposition  of  a 
sentence  which  it  had  jurisdic- 
tion to  impose. 

Hdd,  ihird,  that  if  the  court  had 
jurisdiction  of  the  person  and  of 


the  offense,  no  insufficiencv  of  the 
record  in  point  of  form  will  justify 
the  discharge  of  the  prisoner.  ( T?is 
FiBople  ex  rd,  Evans  agt  McEwen, 
ante,  105.) 

3.  It  is  not  the  mittimus  that  holds 
the  prisoner  in  custody,  but  the 
judgment  of  the  court.  A  pris- 
oner who  has  been  properly  and 
legally  senten^d  to  prison  cannot 
be  released,  simply  because  there 
is  an  imperfection  in  what  is  com- 
monly called  the  mittimus.    {Id.) 

8.  After  a  plea  of  guilty,  there  is 
nothing  further  for  a  court  to  do 
than  to  pronounce  sentence.  Tlie 
plea  of  guilty  is  lilcn  the  verdict  of 
guilty.  There  is  no  duty  in  the 
court  "to  convict,"  but  only  to 
sentence.  When  defendant  pleads 
guilty  it  is  not  necessary  that  there 
should  be  any  conviction.    {Id.) 

4.  Peojiie  ex  reL  agt.  Barber  {SON.Y., 
460),  which  came  up  from  a  court 
of  record,  held  to  be  applicable 
to  conviction  in  special  sessions. 
(Id) 


DEED  OF  TRUST. 

1.  The  plaintiff  sued  to  set  aside  a 
deed  of  trust  to  her  brother-in-law* 
of  property  which  came  to  her 
through  her  mother's  will.  The 
day  succeeding  the  mother's  fu- 
neral her  will  was  opened  and 
accompanying  it  was  found  a  let- 
ter, written  ten  yeara  before, 
requesting  plaintiff  to  put  her 
share  of  the  property  in  trust, 
and  a  form  of  deed  was  inclosed. 
The  plaintiff  then  consented  to 
sign  the  deed,  which  was  exe- 
cuted a  few  dajrs  after,  whereby 
she  made  an  irrevocable  settle- 
ment of  her  property,  reserving 
the  power  of  appointment,  by  last 
will  and  testament,  in  favor  of 
those  related  to  her  by  consaa- 
guinity,  and  in  default  of  such 
appointment  the  trustee  was  to 
convey  the  estate  to  her  children 
or  descendants,  and  in  case  she 
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should  leave  no  child  or  descend- 
ant, the  estate  was  to  go  by  force 
of  the  deed  to  her  heirs-at-law  and 
next  of  kin.  The  plaintiff  at  the 
time  of  executing  the  instrument 
was  in  feeble  health,  and  did  not 
know  the  amount  or  condition  of 
her  property,  and  testified  that  she 
did  not  understand  that  she  was 
making  an  irrevocable  disposition 
of  it.  The  trustee,  under  whose 
eye  and  with  whose  active  co-oper- 
ation the  settlement  was  made 
and  executed,  and  whose  family 
was  benefited  by  its  terms  and 
limitations,  asked  her  and  her 
sister  '*  if  thev  did  not  wish  to 
follow  the  wishes  of  their  parents, 
who  were  dead :" 

Held,  that  plaintiff  should  be 
relieved  from  the  settlement,  and 
the  deed  of  trust  should  be  set 
aside.  (Oibbes  agt.  The  New  York 
Life  Insurance  and  TrvM  Com- 
pany, ante,  207.) 


DEMURRER 

1.  The  complaint  alleged  that  on  a 
certain  date  defendant,  b^  means 
of  fraudulent  representations,  ob- 
tained money  from  plaintiff  and 
{^ave  him  an  instrument  in  writ- 
ing, whicli  was  set  forth,  and  con- 
tinued in  the  ordinary  form  of  a 
complaint  in  an  action  for  fraud. 
Defendant  pleaded  as  a  defense 
that  plaintin.  at  about  the  time 
alleged  in  the  complaint,  agreed 
to  carry  on  business  with  defend- 
ant and  furnish  the  latter  with 
$2,000  working  capital,  and  in 
consideration  thereof  defendant 
agreed  to  become  responsible  for 
the  amount  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  executed  a  paper  simi- 
lar to  the  one  pleaded  by  plaintiff; 
that  plaintiff  had  failed  to  furnish 
the  amount  aforesaid  and  perfo^ 
his  contract.  In  a  separate  de- 
fense defendant  pleadea  the  same 
matter  by  wav  of  counter-claim 
and  demanded  affirmative  relief. 
Plaintiff  demurred  to  the  defense 
as  insufilcient  in  law  upon  the  face 
thereof,  and  to  the  counter-claim 


as  insufficient  in  law  upon  the 
face  thereof,  and  upon  the  further 
ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action : 

Held,  that  the  demurrer  to  the 
counter-claim  should  be  overruled, 
but  as  to  the  defense  it  should  be 
upheld.  {Saffard  agt  Snedeker, 
ante,  264.) 

2.  A  demurrer  to  a  counter-claim 
must  specify  the  objections  to  the 
counter-claim,  otherwise  it  may 
be  disregarded.    {Id.) 


DISTRICT  COURTS. 

1.  Where,  in  action  in  a  district 
court  upon  contract,  an  order  of 
arrest  has  been  granted  upon  facts 
(shown  by  affidavits)  extrinsic  to 
the  cause  of  action,  and  such  order 
of  arrest  has  not  been  vacated,  the 
plaintiff  need  only  prove  on  the 
trial  his  money  demand,  and  is 
then  entitled  to  a  judgment  sub- 
jecting the  defendant  to  execution 
against  his  person.  (Stern  agt 
Moss,  ante,  199.) 

2.  AlthQugh  it  seems  there  is  no 
doubt  that  the  court  of  common 
pleas  may  of  its  own  motion,  order 
an  amended  or  supplemental  re- 
turn, nor  is  there  any  doubt  that 
a  justice  of  the  district  court  may 
himself  apply  for  leave  to  amend 
or  to  supplement  his  return,  yet 
it  is  the  safe  practice  to  require 
the  justice  to  so  apply  before  he 
alters  or  adds  to  his  first  return. 
{Zabriekie  agt.  Wilder,  ante,  811.) 


DIVORCE. 

1.  The  residence  of  a  man  is 
changed  from  one  place  to  another 
only  by  an  abandonment  of  his 
first  place  of  domicile  with  the 
intention  not  to  return,  and  by 
taking  up  his  residence  in  another 
place  with  the  intention  to  per- 
.  manently  settle  in  that  place. 
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"Where  it  appeared  from  de- 
fendant's own  testimony  that,  dur- 
ing all  the  time  of  his  sojourn  in 
Dresden,  whenever  he  has  had  oc- 
casion to  state  his  residence  he 
has  described  himself  as  a  resi- 
dent of  the  city  of  New  York; 
that  he  has  every  year  paid  the 
stranger's  tax  in  the  city  of  Dres- 
den; that  all  the  property  he  ex- 
pects to  inherit  is  situated  in  the 
city  of  New  York: 

Held,  that  from  his  own  evi- 
dence he  has  never  had  any  in- 
tention of  obtaining  a  residence 
anywhere  else  than  in  the  city  of 
his  birth,  and  was  consequently  a 
resident  of  the  state  of  New  York 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  this  action. 

Cruel  and  inhuman  treatment 
which  will  authorize  a  separation, 
or  which  will  permit  a  wife  to  say 
that  it  is  unsafe  or  improper  for 
her  to  cohabit  with  her  husband, 
must  be  either  actual  personal  vio- 
lence, committed  with  danger  to 
life,  limb  or  health,  or  there  must 
be  a  reasonable  apprehension  of 
personal  violence,  arising  from 
menaces  or  threats  creating  a  rea- 
sonable fear  of  bodily  harm; 
mere  austerity  of  temper,  petu- 
lence  of  manners,  rudeness  or  lan- 
guage, even  occasional  sallies  of 
passion,  if  they  do  not  threaten 
bodily  harm,  do  not  amount  to 
legal  cruelty. 

While  the  treatment  of  the  plain- 
tiff by  the  defendant  was  fre- 
quently unkind,  while  he  frequent- 
ly indulged  in  fits  of  passion  and 
used  violent  language,  and  by  his 
conduct,  supervision  and  attempts 
to  control  her  every  action,  made 
himself,  at  times,  veiy  disagree- 
able to  her,  and  frequently  caused 
her  great  unhappiness;  while  he 
was  severe,  harsh  and  even  un- 
gentlemauly,  yet  his  conduct  was 
not  such  as  to  create  any  appre- 
hension of  personal  violence,  or  to 
cause  injury  to  the  health  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  for  that  reason  she 
is  not  entitled  to  a  decree  for  a 
separation. 

That  defendant  made  an  un- 
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founded  charge  of  adultery  a^inst 
plaintiff  while  she  was  living 
separate  from  him,  and  which 
only  came  to  her  notice  indirectly, 
is  not  such  an  act  of  cruelty  as  to 
warrant  a  separation.  Nor  does 
the  making  of  a  charge  of  adul- 
tery, even  to  one's  wife,  constitute 
cruelty,  unless  such  charge*  be 
made  in  bad  faith,  and  without 
any  ground  for  believing  it  to  be 
true. 

Where  in  an  action  brought  by 
the  wife  against  her  husband  to 
obtain  a  separation  from  him,  and 
he  sets  up  a  counter-claim  and 
alleges  that  his  wife  was  guilty  of 
adultery,  and  such  allegation  was 
made  as  a  foundation  for  a  claim 
for  a  demand  for  affirmative  relief, 
and  not  simply  as  a  defense  to 
plaintiff's  action : 

Held,  that  this  was  tantamount 
to  the  commencement  of  an  action 
by  him  against  his  wife  for  divorce 
on  the  ground  of  adultery,  and  as 
to  that  counter-claim  she  has  the 
same  right  as  though  she  were 
defendant  in  an  action  brought 
against  her  for  an  absolute  di- 
vorce, and  although  her  com- 
plaint be  dismissed,  yet  where  she 
succeeds  in  refuting  the  charge  of 
adultery,  she  is  entitled  to  an  al- 
lowance for  her  counsel  fees  and 
expenses  of  preoaring  for  trial 
pendente  lite,  {J)e  Jaeli  agt  De 
Meli,  ante,  20.) 

3.  The  plaintiff  having  brought  this 
action  for  a  limited  divorce  from 
defendant,  the  latter  set  up  a  di- 
vorce obtained  by  him  from  her 
in  Massachusetts: 

Held,  that  the  record  of  the  Mas- 
sachusett's  court  is  binding  upon 
the  plaintiff  as  it  shows  all  the 
facts  necessary  to  give  that  court 
jurisdictioit  both  of  the  subject 
matter  and  of  the  parties.  (John- 
son agt.  Johnson,  ante,  144.) 

8.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  for  fine  and  im- 
prisonment of  a  husband  in  de- 
fault for  non-payment  of  alimony 
do  not  interfere  with  or  restrict 
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the  power  of  the  court  to  strike 
out  the  answer  of  a  disobedient 
defendant  in  a  divorce  suit.  (Bris- 
bane agt.  Brisbane,  ante,  184.) 


EASEMENT. 

1.  The  legislature  has  no  power  to 
permit,  by  the  erection  of  poles  for 
the  support  of  electric  wires  in 
front  of  a  person's  premises,  the 
taking  of  such  person's  property 
by  impairing  the  use  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  light,  air  and  free  ac- 
cess to  his  premises,  which  forms 
part  of  his  easement  in  the  public 
street,  without  having  provided  for 
the  payment  to  such  person  of  due 
compensation  therefor.  {Tiffany 
et  al.,  agt.  United  States  lUuminaU 
ing  Company^  ante,  73 ) 

2.  Whether  the  erection  of  the  poles 
would  have  been  a  substanticd  im- 
pairment of  the  use  of  such  ease- 
ment is  a  question  of  fact.    {Id) 


ELEVATED  RAILROADS.' 

1.  Chapter  478  of  the  Laws  of  1867, 
which  authorized  the  defendants 
to  construct  an  elevated  railroad 
along  both  sides  of  Greenwich 
street,  and  on  Ninth  avenue,  or  on 
streets  west  of  Ninth  avenue,  does 
not  empower  defendants  to  place 
stair-cases  or  to  build  stations  in 
or  over  the  streets  that  intersect 
the  line  of  the  railroad : 

Held,  that  the  depot  in  question 
in  Warren  street  was  erected  and 
is  now  maintained  without  the 
authority  of  law  and  is  a  purpres- 
ture. 

Held,  further,  that  the  plaintiff 
falls  within  that  class  of  sufferers 
whose  injuries  are  such  as  to  give 
them  individually  a  right  to  de- 
mand the  protection  of  the  court, 
and  his  right  to  an  injunction  is 
clear. 

The  plaintiff  by  maintaining  a 

wooden  awning  over  the  sidewalk 

does  not  deprive  himself  of  his 


right  to  complain  of  an  unlawful 
structure  that  darkens  his  win- 
dows and  renders  his  store  unfit 
for  the  transaction  of  his  ordinary 
business. 

Nor  is  the  plaintiff  guilty  of 
such  laches  as  to  disentitle  him 
to  an  injunction.  {Mattlage  agt. 
If,  Y,  Ehvaied  RaUtoay  Co.  and 
Manhattan  BaHway  Vo.^ ante,%^.) 


ESCAPE. 

See^MU 

Peo]pU  ex  reL  TuUy  agt  David- 
son, ante,  417. 


EVIDENCR 

1.  Conversations  between  plaintiff 
and  a  deceased  partner  are  inad- 
missible as  evidence  a&rainst  the 
surviving  partner.  {Fhrley  agt. 
Norton,  ante,  438.) 

2.  On  a  trial  for  arson  in  the  third 
degree,  two  accomplices  swore 
th^t  defendant  was  to  and  did 
purchase  cheap  horses  to  be  ex- 
changed for  more  valuable  ones 
before  the  fire.  Several  witnesses 
testified  to  selling  cheap  horses  to 
defendant,  and  one  S.  swore  to  the 
exchange  of  horses  being  made. 
The  court  refused  to  charge  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  corrobo- 
rate the  accomplices : 

Held,  no  error.  The  rule  now 
embodied  in  the  statute  {see,  599, 
Oyde  Orim,  Proc.\  is  substantially 
the  rule  which,  before  the  statute, 
courts  were  in  the  habit  of  stating 
to  the  Jury  for  their  guidance,  but 
neither  the  doctrine  hitherto  de- 
clared by  courts  nor  the  rule  em- 
bodied in  the  statute,  requires 
that  the  whole  case  should  be 
proved  outside  of  the  testimonv 
of  tlie  accomplice.  (The  People 
agt  Hooglikirk,  ante,  25f).) 

3.  Evidence  of  the  defendant  on 
cross-examination  in  such  cases 
with  reference  to  his  connection 
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•with  other  fires  and  with  insur- 
ance on  other  property  burned,  is 
admissible  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court  as  affecting  his  credibility. 
{Id.) 


EXAMINATION  OP  PARTIES. 

1.  A  plaintiff  in  an  action  has  the 
right,  under  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  to  an  order  for  the 
examination  of  one  of  two  defend- 
ants, to  prove  a  copartnership  be- 
tween the  defendants.  {Goldberg 
agt.  Roberts,  anUy  200.) 

2.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  pos- 
session of  personal  propertv,  the 
defendants,  though  chareea  with 
fraud,  may  nevertheless  be  exam- 
ined before  trial,  where  the  ob- 
ject is  to  ascertain  the  quantity  of 
goods  that  came  into  their  hands, 
the  time  the  goods  were  received, 
the  time  of  their  transfer  to  an- 
other party,  <&c.,  and  if  questions 
are  put  which  defendants  claim 
that  they  are  not  bound  to  answer, 
on  the  ffround  that  they  may  crim- 
inate themselw2s,  they  may  assert 
the  privilege,  and  it  is  for  the  judge 
to  determme  whether  the  ques- 
tions should  be  answered.  {Daven- 
port Glucoae  Company  agt.  Taumg 
etoL.,  ante,  499.) 


EXECUTION. 

1.  An  injunction  order  of  the  United 
States  court  staying  the  sheriff's 
proceedings  operates  to  extend  the 
time  in  which  he  is  bound  to  make 
return  of  the  execution  by  as  many 
day  8  as  he  was  under  stay.  {Anso- 
nia  Brass  and  Capper  Company  agt. 
Conner,  ante^  157.) 

2.  Form  of,  when  issued  upon  a 
judgment  recovered  in  an  action 
agamst  an  absconding  debtor 
served  by  publication  —  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  sections  438, 
1370.  {See  Place  agt  BOey,  82 
Eun,  17.) 


8.  Sale  under  exegution  —  rederajv 
tion  by  another  judgment  cred- 
itor—  the  whole  amount  of  the 
first  bid  must  be  paid.  {See  Ton- 
mans  agL  Terry,  32  Hun,  624.) 

4.  Sale  under  an  execution — action 
against  a  sheriff  to  recover  the 
amount  due  upon  a  junior  execu- 
tion which  is  in  the  sheriff's 
hands  —  the  sheriff  cannot  claim 
to  withhold  the  amount  due  upon 
such  junior  executions,  because 
earlier  executions  have  been  there- 
tofore issued  to  him,  where  such 
earlier  executions  have  been  re- 
turned by  him  as  unsatisfied. 
{See  Salter  &gt.  Bowe,  82  i/tfn,236.) 

5.  Sheriff's  fees  on  a  levy  and  sale — 
when  the  plaintiff  may  compel  a 
taxation  of  them.  (&0  MaUory 
agt.  Seiehert,  32  Hun,  86.) 

6.  Supplementary  proceedings  — 
they  need  not  be  instituted  in  the 
judicial  district  in  which  the 
action  w»i8  tried.  {See  Jacobson 
agt.  Ihty  Plaster  Jffg,  Co,,  82  Hun, 
436.) 

7.  An  execution,  although  it  be  so 
defective  that  it  is  subject  to  be 
vacated  and  set  aside  on  motion, 
may  not  be  treated  as  void  when 
questioned  in  collateral  proceed- 
ings, where  the  defects  are  amend- 
able, or  where  all  the  essential 
facts  necessary  for  the  direction 
and  protection  of  the  sheriff  are 
stated  in  the  execution,  or  are 
plainly  inferable  from  the  facts 
stated.    ( Wright  agt.  Nostrand,  04 

N.  r.,  81.) 

8.  Where  a  person  with  full  knowl- 
edge of  all  the  facts,  but  through 
a  mistaken  belief  that  his  interest 
in  real  estate  was  not  subject  to 
sale  on  execution,  has  lost  his  title 
through  a  regular  sale  on  judg- 
ment and  execution,  and  a  con- 
veyance by  the  sheriff  to  the  pur- 
chaser pursuant  to  the  sale  after 
the  time  for  redemption  has  ex- 
pired, the  court  has  no  power  to 
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permit  a  redemption.    {Weed  agt. 
Weed,  94  if.  Y,,  243.) 

9.  It  seems,  that  the  issuing  of  an 
execution  against  the  person  of  a 
judgment  debtor  is  within  the 
scope  of  the  implied  authority  of 
the  attorney  for  tlie  Judgment 
creditor  ;  and  when  such  an  exe- 
cution is  issued  and  the  debtor 
arrested  thereon  in  a  c^ise  where 
it  is  not  authorized,  the  client 
may  be  held  liable,  although  there 
be  no  evidence  that  he  directed 
either  the  issuing  of  the  execution 
or  the  arrest.  {QuiUeaume  agt 
liowe^QAN.  J:,268.) 

10.  Under  the  Revised  Statutes  (3 
J?.  8.,  645,  sec.  88)  the  death  of  a 
judgment  debtor  while  in  custody 
under  a  body  execution  does  not 
entitle  the  sherifl  to  poundage. 
(Flock  Agt.  State,  95  N.  T.,  461.) 

11.  It  seems,  that  to  entitle  him  there- 
to, he  must  show  either  a  collec- 
tion of  the  moneys  called  for 
interference  by  the  jud^ent  cred- 
itor with  his  execution  of  the 
process,  or  the  discharge  of  the 
judgment  debtor  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  for  the  relief  of 
imprisoned  debtors;  the  arrest  of 
the  debtor  is  in  no  just  sense  the 
equivalent  of  a  collection.    (Id,) 

12.  The  history  of  the  legislation 
upon  the  subiect  given  and  the 
authorities  collated  and  discussed. 

(Id.) 


EXECUTORS    AND    ADMINIS- 
TRATORS. 

1.  It  is  provided  by  the  Revised 
Statutes  (part  2,  cTutp.  6,  title  8, 
aj't.  8,  see.  58  [3  Bank's  Wi  ed., 
2803]),  that  **  on  t/ie  settlement  of 
the  account "  of  an  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator he  shall  be  allowed  for 
his  services  certain  commissions. 
(Estate  of  Meyer,  ante,  170.) 


2.  Such  officer  is  chargeable  \srith 
interest  on  sums  appropriated  by 


him  in  payment  of  commissions  in 
advance  of  their  allowance  by  the 
surrogate.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  an  administrator,  in  Jan- 
uary, 1878,  deposited  to  his  own 
credit  in  a  bank  certain  moneys 
belonging  to  the  estate,  where  they 
were  mingled  with  his  own  funds: 
Held,  that  if  the  withdrawal  of 
such  moneys  by  the  administrator 
and  his  deposit  of  that  sum  to  his 
private  account  is  to  be  deemed  an 
appropriation  by  him  of  his  com- 
missions, he  should  be  held  ac* 
countable  for  interest  thereon. 
(Id.) 

4.  And  if  he  is  not  to  be  r^rded 
as  having  practically  transferred 
these  funds  to  himself  under  a 
claim  of  right,  but  rather  as  hav- 
ing held  them  as  estate  funds  to  l)e 
accounted  for,  then  he  is  charge- 
able with  interest  for  having  failed, 
since  Janiuiry,  1878,  to  make  such 
use  of  them  as  would  result  in 
some  advantage  to  the  estate  (Id.) 

5.  The  statute  prescribing  the  quali- 
fications of  administrators  (sec,  82, 
tU.  2,  chap.  6,  part  2,  R.  S.,  [3 
Banks,  7th  ed.],  2291)  forbids  the 
issuance  of  letters  to  **a  person 
convicted  of  an  infamous  crime: " 

Held^  that  this  prohibition  ex- 
tends only  to  p>ersons  convicted 
within  the  state  of  New  York. 
(In  the  Estate  of  Julia  O'Brien, 
deceased,  ante,  503.) 

6.  The  same  statute  provides  that 
*'  no  letters  of  administration  shall 
be  granted  *  *  *  to  any  per- 
son who  shall  be  judged  incompe- 
tent by  the  surrogate  to  execute 
the  duties  of  such  trust  by  reason 
of  improvidence:" 

Held,  that  a  conviction  for  lar- 
ceny in  a  foreign  jurisdiction  is  no 
evidence  that  the  person  convicted 
is  **  incompetent  by  reason  of  im- 
providence."   (Id.) 

See  Taxes  and  Assessm bnts. 
Matter  of  McMahon^  ante,  118. 
Matter  of  McMahon^  ante,  152. 
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See  CosTfli 

Miller  agt  MiSer  et  al,  ante,  185. 
HaU  agt.  EdmundSy  ante,  202. 
Wilkinson  agt  LUtlewood^  ante, 
474. 

See  SuRiiOOATRS. 

Matter  of  Tdden,  ante,  447. 

See  WiLU 

In  the  Estate  of  John  R,  Marshall^ 
deceased^  ante,  519. 


HABEAS  CORPUS. 

See  Criminal  Law. 

2he   People  ex  rel.  Evans   agt 
MeEwen,  ante,  105. 


HARBOR-MASTERS. 

1.  The  act  of  1882  (chap.  487)  in  re- 
gard to  the  harbor-masters  is  gen- 
eral in  its  character,  and  is  not 
limited  to  cases  where  other  ves- 
sels require  to  be  immediately 
accommodated  in  receiving  or 
discharging  cargoes.  They  have 
power  to  act  summarily,  and  their 
duty  in  this  respect  may  be  con- 
sidered a  necessary  police  regula- 
tion. The  statute  contemplates 
prompt  and  decisive  action.  (Cole 
agt  MaJionep,  ante,.  226.) 


HARLEM  WIDENING. 

See  Constitutional  Law. 

Matter  of  United  States,  ante,  121. 


HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  Business  partnerships  between 
husband  and  wife  are  not  author- 
ized by  the  statutes  of  the  state  of 
New  York,  and  contracts  in  the 
conduct  of  such  business  are  not 
enforceable  againnt  the  wife.  (Fair- 
lee  agt.  Bloomingaale,  ante,  292.) 

2.  Any  declaration  of  the  wife  that 
she  sustains  the  relation  to  her 
husband  of  a  partner  in  business 
is  not  binding  upon  her.    (Id.) 


8.  The  case  of  Zimmerman  agt.  Er- 
Tiard  and  Dodge  (58  How.,  11) 
criticised  and  not  followed.    (Id.) 


INJUNCTION. 

See  Elevated  Railroad. 

Mattlage  agt  N.  Y,  Elemted 
BaUtDay  Co.  and  Manhattan 
BaHvoay  Co.,  ante,  233. 

1.  Upon  the  defendant's  motion 
the  court  vacated  a  temporary 
injunction,  granted  in  this  action, 
which  restrained  the  defendant 
from  constructing  its  road  over  a 
portion  of  a  street  in  a  village 
the  fee  of  which  was  vested  in 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  owner 
of  t&e  adjoining  house  and  lot. 
The  defendant  did  not  deny  the 
wrongfulness  of  its  act,  but  ten- 
dered an  undertaking  "condi- 
tioned to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  all 
damages  that  he  may  sustain  by 
reason  of  the  construction  and 
operation  of  the  defendant's  road 
upon  the  premises  described  in 
the  complaint:"  Held,  that  as  the 
defendant  did  not  attempt  to  jus- 
tify its  acts  it  could  only  procure 
a  dissolution  of  the  injunction  by 
a  strict  compliance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  section  629  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  as  amended 
by  chapter  404  of  1883,  (Cham- 
berlain  agt  Buffalo,  JV.  F.  and  P. 
R  R  Co,,  81  Hun,  339.) 

2.  That  the  undertaking  furnished 
did  not  comply  with  that  section 
which  required  the  undertaking 
to  be  "  conditioned  to  indemnify 
the  plaintiff  against  anj^  loss  sus- 
tained by  reason  of  vacating  such 
injunction  order." 

That  the  court  erred  in  dissolv- 
ing the  temporary  injunction.  (Id.) 


JUDGMENT. 

1.  The  relator  presented  to  the  de- 
fendant, the  county  clerk  of  New 
York,  an  instrument  which   he 
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claimed  to  be  a  transcript  of  a 
judgment  recovered  in  the  city 
court  of  Brooklyn  and  sought  to 
have  the  same  docketed  by  the 
defendant.  The  instrument  set 
forth  the  name  of  the  party 
against  whom,  and  the  name  of 
the  party  in  whose  favor,  the 
judgment  had  been  recovered,  the 
amount  of  the  judgment  and  the 
time  of  its  filing,  together  with 
the  name  of  the  attorney.  At  the 
end  of  it  was  the  following  cer- 
tificate: ''Office  of  the  Clerk  of 
the  City  Court  of  Brooklyn,  ss. : 
I  do  hereby  certify  that  the  fore- 
going contains  all  the  facts  neces- 
sary to  make  a  perfect  docket  of 
the  judgment  rendered  in  the  City 
Court  of  Brooklyn  in  the  above 
cause.  Dated  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.. 
J  anuary  12, 1 884.  C.  W .  Thomas, 
Clerk. '^  i/dfej,  that  the  defendant 
properly  refused  to  docket  the 
judgment,  as  the  instrument  pur- 
porting to  be  a  transcript  thereof 
was  not  "attested"  by  the  clerk 
of  the  city  court  as  required  by 
section  1247  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure.  {People  exrel.  CritUsn- 
den  agt.  Keenan,  SL  Hun,  625.) 

2.  An  action  brought  upon  a  judg- 
ment, recovered  against  the  de- 
fendants in  a  justice's  court,  was 
defended  upon  the  ground,  among 
others,  that  the  defendants  al- 
lowed it  to  be  recovered  upon  the 
faith  of  the  plaintiff's  promise  that 
they  should  not  be  held  liable 
thereon.  It  appeared  that  the 
summons  was  personally  served 
upon  the  defendants  ;  that  a  com- 
plaint and  answer  were  filed,  and 
that  the  defendants  were  person- 
ally present  in  the  court  when  the 
plaintiff's  witnesses  were  exam- 
ined: Held,  that  the  plaintiff's 
previous  promise  that  the  judg- 
ment should  not  be  used  against 
the  defendants  was  no  defense  to 
its  enforcement.  (Oreen  agt.  Hal- 
lenbeck,  82  Hun,  40tf.) 

8.  The  defendants  claimed  that  at 
the  time  of  the  recovery  of  the 
judgment  they  were  told  by  the 


plaintiff  that  they,  the  defendants, 
were  secuied  from  all  loss  by  a 
bond  of  indemnity  given  in  an- 
other action,  and  a  judgment  con- 
fessed in  therr  favor  by  other  per- 
sons: Held,  that  as  the  plaintiff 
was  not  acting  as  the  counsel  or 
adviser  of  the  defendants  in  the 
action,  and  as  the  defendants  were 
as  well  aw^are  of  the  contents  oi 
the  bond  of  indemnity  and  judg- 
ment as  was  the  plaintiff,  there 
was  no  false  statement  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  which  prevented 
him  from  enforcing  his  judgment. 

4.  Of  divorce  —  petition  to  have 
it  vacated  because  of  fraud  — 
when  the  petitioner  shows  no 
right  to  intervene  —  i)ower  of  the 
court  to  impose  upon  him  the 
payment  of  costs.  {See  Simmons 
agt.  Simmons,  82  Hun,  551.) 

5.  Judgment  against  a  receiver — 
liability  of  one  purchasing  the 
property  from  the  receiver  subject 
to  all  his  liabilities — when  the 
creditor  may  enforce  his  claim 
against  the  property  in  the  hands 
of  the  purchaser.  {See  Sc/imidt  agt. 
iV.  r.,  L.  E,  and  W.  R  R  Ci?..83 
Hun,  855.) 

6.  Trustee  of  a  company — right 
of,  to  purchase  judgments  against 
it  —  they  may  be  enforced  for 
their  full  amount  although  pur 
chased  at  a  discount  {jSe  Ingle 
hart  agt.  Tlvousand  Island  Hotel 
Co.,  82  Hun,  877.) 

7.  Justice's  court — entry  of  a  judg- 
ment for  too  large  an  amount  — 
power  of  the  successful  party  to 
remit  a  part  of  it.  {See  AUen  agt. 
Swan,  82  Hun,  868.) 

8.  A  judgment  against  an  executor 
is  not  a  lien  upon  the  real  estate 
of  the  deceased.  {See  Hibbard  agL 
Dayton,  82  Hun,  220.) 

9.  To  operate  as  a  bar  it  must  be 
pleaded  as  such.  {See  Henderson 
agt.  Scott,  82  Hun,  412.) 
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10.  When  set  aside  as  having  been 

Srocured    through    fraud.     {See 
faUier  agt.  BinoM,  8i  Hun,  936,) 


JUDICIAL  SALE. 

1.  Sale  under  execution  —  redemp- 
tion by  another  judgment  cred- 
itor—  the  whole  amount  of  the 
first  bid  must  be  paid.  {See  Tou- 
mam  agt.  Terry,  32  Hun^  024.) 

2.  >1ortga^— what  is  a  sufficient 
description  of  the  hind  mortgaged 
to  enable  the  purchaser  at  a  fore- 
closure sale  to  recover  the  same 
in  ejectment  —  when  a  general 
description  is  sufficient.  (See  Du- 
rant  agt.  Kenyon,  82  Hun,  684.) 

8.  Under  statutory  foreclosure-^ 
the  personal  representatives  of 
a  deceased  mort^gor  must  be 
served  with  notice.  {See  Van 
Schaack  agt.  Saunders,  82  Bun, 
515.) 


JURY. 

1.  The  jury  was  instructed  by  the 
court  in  its  charge  to  pass  upon 
four  questions  of  fact,  and  that  if 
they  decided  all  of  those  questions 
in  nivor  of  the  plaintiff  their  ver- 
dict should  be  for  him,  but  that  if 
they  decided  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendant upon  any  one  of  those 
questions  their  verdict  should  be 
for  the  defendant.  After  being 
out  for  several  hours  the  jury 
came  into  court  and  stated  that 
they  were  unable  to  agree,  where- 
upon they  were  told  l)y  the  pre- 
siding justice  in  open  court  that 
he  did  not  feel  warranted  in  dis- 
charging them  until'  they  had 
given  the  case  further  considera- 
tion. Upon  being  asked  by  one 
of  the  jurors  to  repeat  the  four 
propositions  which  they  were  to 
pass  upon,  the  justice  outlined 
them,  as  he  had  previously  stated 
them  in  the  charge,  and  said,  *'if 
you  find  for  the  plaintiff  you  must 


find  on  each  one  of  these  ques- 
tions in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.'* 
Neither  pany  was  present  in  per- 
son or  bv  counsel,  the  defendant's 
counsel  having  left  the  city : 

Held^  that  it  was  not  an  error 
for  which  a  new  trial  should  be 
granted  for  the  judge  to  thus  in- 
struct the  jury  in  open  court,  but 
in  the  absence  of  counsel  whose 
attendance  could  not  have  been 
secured  before  morning.  An  ex- 
pression to  a  jury,  by  an  officer  in 
charge,  of  an  opinion  that  unless 
they  agreed  they  would  be  de- 
tained until  the  next  day  at  noon, 
althoiieh  improper,  is  not  such  an 
irregularity  as  should  avoid  the 
verdict,  it  does  not  amount  to 
an  illegal  restraint. 

While  the  affidavits  of  jurors 
will  not  be  received  to  show  their 
own  misconduct,  or  that  of  their 
fellows,  they  are  probably  admis- 
sible to  show  the  misconduct  of 
the  officer  having  them  in  charge, 
but  not  to  show  its  effect  upon  their 
own  minds.  Jurors  should  not 
be  permitted  to  stultify  or  crimin- 
ate themselves  by  sweann|f  that 
they  sacrificed  their  convictions  in 
order  to  be  relieved  from  a  tempo- 
rary inconvenience.  ( Wiggine^  agt. 
Downer^  ante,  65.) 

The  right  of  a  defendant  to  chal- 
lenge the  body  of  the  grand  jury 
because  irregularly  or  defectively 
constituted  no  lon^r  exists;  he 
can  raise  no  objection  except  to 
individual  jurors  under  section 
289  of  the  Code  of  Criminal  Pro- 
cedure. (Tlie  People  agt.  Uooghr 
kirk,  ante,  258.) 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  In  a  suit  for  rent  claimed  to  be 
due  from  a  tenant  of  a  suite  of 
rooms  in  an  apartment  house,  it 
appeared  that  defendant's  wife 
and  servants  were  taken  sick  by 
inhaling  a  malarial  or  poisonous 
gas  in  the  apartments  occupied 
by  them;  that  this  unhealthy  con- 
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dition  of  the  apartment  was  owing 
to  the  defective  condition  of  the 

general  plumbing  work  of  the 
ouse,  of  which  the  landlord  was 
notified  by  orders  he  receive  from 
the  board  of  health,  requiring  him 
to  have  changes  made  in  the 
plumbing  work,  and  which  un- 
healthy condition  could  have 
l)een  removed  if  he  had  complied 
with  those  orders;  that  the  de- 
fendant waited  for  two  weeks, 
and,  finding  that  nothing  was  done 
on  the  part  of  the  landlord,  left, 
under  the  apprehension  that  he 
was  imperiling  the  health  of  him- 
self and  familv  by  remaining: 

Ileld^  that  this  state  of  facts  es- 
tablished a  constructive  eviction, 
and  prevention  of  the  free  enjoy- 
ment of  the  apartments,  so  as  to 
relieve  the  defendant  from  paying 
rent  for  them.  {Bradley  agU 
Gaicouria,  ante,  76.) 

2.  The  city  leased  to  the  defendants, 
for  wharfage  purposes,  the  south 
side  of  pier  No.  51,  North  river, 
for  a  term  of  years,  ending  in 
1875,  the  rent  payable  quarterly, 
on  the  first  days  of  August,  No- 
vember, February  and  May. 
There  was  a  proviso  in  the  lease 
that  the  lessors  might  at  any  time 
**  set  apart  for  their  use  any  or  all 
of  such  wharves  as  .they  may  re- 
quire," the  right  to  the  part  or  the 
premises  so  required  to  vest  in  the 
cit^  for  all  purposes,  on  notice 
bemg  given  to  the  lessees  by  the 
comptroller,  the  rent  thereafter  to 
be  equitably  reduced  proportion- 
ate to  the  part  of  the  premises  not 
taken.  On  the  9th  of  October, 
1878,  notice  was  served  requiring 
the  whole  of  the  premises,  and 
the  city  took  possession.  In  this 
action  to  recover  the  proportion- 
ate amount  of  rent  accruing  be- 
tween August  first  and  October 
ninth: 

Held,  that  there  can  be  no  re- 
covery, because,  in  the  absence  of 
a  statute,  or  an  express  agreement 
to  that  effect,  rent  cannot  be  ap- 
portioned in  respect  to  time.  The 
act  of  1875,  providing  for  an  ap- 


portionment of  rents,  has  no  ap- 
plication to  leases  executed  before 
that  date.  {The  Mayor,  dbc,,  agt. 
Ketchkm  et  oL,  ante,  161.) 


LIBEL. 

r.  In  an  action  of  libel  brought  by 
plaintiff,  the  publisher  of  a  news- 
paper in  the  city  of  New  York 
called  "Truth,"  against  defend- 
ant, who  was  a  regular  corres- 
pondent of  the  **  Cincinnati  En- 
quirer." The  complaint  was  that 
he,  defendant,  wrote  and  publish- 
ed concerning  him  and  the  news- 
paper the  following  matter:  **The 
newspaper  'Truth'  is  alleged  to 
have  been  started  for  the  purposes 
of  plunder:" 

Held,  first,  that  the  matter  is  in 
itself  defamatory,  and  unless  its 
publication  was  justified  it  is  ac- 
tionable. 

Second,  The  motive  which  in- 
spired the  foundation  of  a  news- 
paper can  be  well  shown  by  its 
own  columns  as  they  speak  from 
day  to  day. 

llUrd.  The  official  conduct  of 
men  in  public  life,  and  the  fitness 
and  claims  of  candidates  for  of- 
ficial station,  are  fair  subjects  for 
review  and  criticism  in  the  public 
prints,  and  such  honest  criticism, 
although  it  be  unfriendly  and 
severe,  can  gi^e  no  occasion  for 
the  suggestion  that  it  proceeds 
from  unworthy  or  indirect  mo- 
tives. An  independent  press  may 
feel  constrained  under  a  sense  of 
duty  to  discuss  such  matters  at 
times  with  honest  plainness,  but 
assaults  upon  private  persons  and 
character  are  not  shielded  by  the 
rule  which  allows  publishers  of 
newspapers  to  review,  criticise  and 
energetically  oppose  the  public 
action  of  men  m  official  station, 
or  those  who  are  seeking  it. 

Fourth,  If  the  words  published 
by  the  defendant  are  true  under 
the  evidence  then  the  defendant's 
justification  is  established,  other- 
wise  not. 


NEW  YORK  PllACTICE  REPORTS. 


585 


Digest. 


Fifth.  If  the  work  of  this  de- 
fendant in  preparing  and  pub- 
lishing this  communication,  in- 
cluding the  matter  complained  of, 
was  in  good  faith  done,  and  in  the 
honest  belief  that  it  was  true  in 
statement  and  comment,  and  with- 
out any  indirect  motive  to  injure 
the  plaintiff  or  the  newspaper  in 
question,  or  ill-will  toward  him  or 
it  (and  of  this  the  jury  are  the 
judges),  then  it  falls  within  the 
class  of  cases  qualified ly  privi- 
leged and  the  defendant  is  entitled 
to  the  immunity  from  liability 
which  such  privilege  confers, 
although  the  matter  complained 
of  be  not  true. 

But  this  privilege  accorded  to 
journal ists  and  regular  corres- 
pondents of  the  press,  in  writing 
and  commenting  upon  current 
public  affairs  and  matters,  is  not 
to  be  abused  by  using  it  intem- 
peratcly  or  recklessly  as  an  instru- 
ment to  injure  individuals  or  sub- 
stantial interests,  through  state- 
ments or  inferences  maliciously 
made,  justified  neither  by  the  facts 
nor  the  occasion. 

Every  defamatory  article  in 
itself  contains  evidence  of  malice. 
Such  malice  the  law  implies,  and 
that  without  any  extrinsic  proof; 
but  whore  the  conclusion  is 
reached  that  the  communication 
was  qualifiedly  privileged  on  ac- 
count of  the  subject,  the  occasion 
and  the  duty,  then  proof  of  actual 
malice  is  required  in  order  to  jus- 
tify a  verdict. 

The  amount  of  damages  in  ac- 
tions of  this  character  is  within 
the  control  of  the  jury  under  all 
the  facts  and  circumstances  as  de- 
tailed by  the  evidence.  But  when 
the  action  is  not  by  the  proprietors 
of  a  newspaper  itself  for  injury  to 
it,  but  by  a  plaintiff  who  claims 
to  h.'ive  been  the  starter,  or  one  of 
the  starters,  of  the  paper,  and  one 
of  the  owners  and  publishers 
thereof,  and  that  he  has  sustained 
damages  by  the  publication  of  the 
article  complained  of,  the  dam- 
ages sustained  by  the  paper  itself 
as  such  cannot  be  recovered  by 
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him,  but  only  such  as  he  has  per- 
sonally sustained  by  reason  of  his 
connection  with  the  paper  in  the 
relations  above  mentioned.  {Uart 
agt.  lotonsend,  ante,  88.) 


MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

1.  If  the  servant,  within  the  scope 
of  his  duty,  enables  another  by 
his  assent  to  injure  a  third  person, 
the  master  is  liable,  but  when 
there  is  no  evidence  of  such  as- 
sent there  is  no  cause  of  action 
against  the  master.  Assent  in  such 
case  will  not  ordinarily  be  in- 
ferred. {Edwards  agt.  Jones,  ante, 
177.) 


MECHANIC'S  LIEN. 

1.  An  error  in  the  name  of  the  owner 
in  the  notice  of  claim  in  a  me- 
chanic's lien  proceeding  can  bo 
corrected  in  the  complaint  by  set- 
ting forth  the  mistake  and  averring 
the  true  owner.  (Leiegne  agt. 
SehwariUr,  ante,  131.) 

2.  The  complaint  must  allege  that 
there  is  something  due  by  the 
owner  to  the  contractor  under  the 
contract,  when  the  action  was 
brought  to  enforce  the  lien,  but  an 
amendment  may  be  made  in  this 
respect.    (Id.) 

8.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  me- 
chanic's lien,  where  there  has  been 
an  abandonment  of  the  contract 
by  defendant,  it  is  not  necessary 
for  plaintiff  in  order  to  recover 
upon  a  quantum  meruit  to  show 
legal  excuse  for  not  fully  perform- 
ing the  contract,  nor,  where  the 
time  fixed  by  the  contract  for  its 
performance  has  been  waived,  to 
notify  the  defendant  of  his  inten- 
tion and  demand  performance 
upon  his  part  within  a  reasonable 
time.  (Poioera  agt.  HogaUy  ante, 
255.) 

4.  The    amendments    to    the   me- 
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chanics'  lien  law,  extending  its 
provisions  to  the  erection  of 
school-liouses,  embraces  all  con- 
tracts, whether  they  are  with 
incorporated  cities  or  not,  pro- 
vided the  work  was  done  or  the 
materials  furnished  upon  land  the 
title  to  which  was,  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  contract  and 
the  passage  of  the  act  in  any  city, 
and  a  notice  of  claim  which  is 
fileil  with  the  head  of  the  board  of 
education,  or  of  the  school  trustees 
of  a  ward,  is  a  compliance  with 
the  requirement  that  it  be  filed 
with  **  the  head  of  the  department 
or  bureau  having  the  work  in 
charge."  {BeU  agt  VanderbOt, 
ante,  832.) 


MOTIONS  AND  ORDERS. 

1.  Upon  the  fourteenth  day  of  De- 
cember the  plaintiff  entered  up  a 
iudgment  against  the  defendant 
by  default.  The  roll  shows  that 
the  summons  was  served  by  one  R. 
The  defendant  denied  that  he  had 
been  so  served  and  made  a  motion 
to  set  aside  the  judgment  for  that 
reason.  The  amdavits  were  con- 
flicting, and  on  a  reference  to  take 
proof  the  referee  reported  that 
there  had  been  no  service  of  the 
summons.  The  special  term  de- 
nied the  motion  with  leave  to 
renew.  The  motion  was  renewed 
upon  an  affidavit  w  hich  imi>eached 
the  plaintiff's  character,  and  upon 
the  same  papers  which  had  been 
the  basis  of  the  former  motion: 

Ileid,  that  the  statements  in  re- 
gard to  plaintiff's  chanicter  in  de- 
fendant's additional  affidavit  were 
new  and  additional  facts  not  con- 
sidered in  the  former  motion  and 
entitled  him  to  renew  his  motion 
to  set  aside  the  Judgment.  {Apa- 
Uy  agt.  Wood,  a/Ue,  40(5.) 

2.  December  14,  1877,  W.  J.  Best 
was  appointed  the  receiver  of  an 
insolvent  moneyed  .  corporation 
upon  tlie  petition  of  certain  of  its 
stockholders,  made  under  the  pro- 


visions of  the  Revised  Statutes  re- 
lating thereto.  In  April,  187i),  a 
judgment  dissolving  the  corpora- 
tion was  entered,  in  an  action 
brought  by  the  attorney  general 
for  that  purpose,  and  Best  was 
again  appointed  receiver  and  di- 
rected to  transfer  to  himself,  as 
such,  the  property  which  he  held 
as  receiver  in  the  former  proceed- 
ing. In  August,  1878,  an  oi*der 
had  been  made  in  the  first  pro- 
ceeding passing  his  accounts  up 
to  June  29,  1878,  and  allowing 
him  certain  commissions.  In 
Auimst,  1879,  another  order  was 
made  in  the  same  proceeding  pass- 
ing his  accounts  to  date  and  allow- 
ing  commissions  computed  at  the 
rate  of  five  per  cent  on  receipts 
and  disbursements. 

In  July,  1882,  proceedings  were 
instituted  in  the  second  action  by 
the  attorney  general  to  compel  an 
accounting.  The  attorney  gen- 
eral, upon  discovering  in  these 
proceedings  the  said  orders  so 
allowing  the  receiver  commis- 
sions, moved,  in  June,  1883,  at  a 
special  term  not  held  by  the  jus- 
tice by  whom  such  orders  were 
mtule,  to  have  the  said  orders  set 
aside,  vacated  or  resettled,  and 
to  have  the  fees  of  the  receiver 
fixed  at  the  same  rates  as  those 
allowed  to  executors  and  admin- 
istrators. 

The  motion  was  denied  upon 
the  ground  that  the  justice  pre- 
siding could  not  review  the  action 
of  another  justice  of  the  same 
court:  Held,  that  the  motion  wtis 
properly  denied  for  that  reason, 
and  that  the  order  should  be 
affirmed,  but  with  leave  to  the  at- 
torney general  to  renew  his  appli- 
cation at  a  court  held  by  the  jus- 
tice under  whoso  authority  the 
former  orders  were  made.  (iVo- 
pU  agt.  ^fational  Trust  Co.,  81  Ilun, 
20.) 

8.  Where,  upon  a  case  being  called 
for  trial,  the  defendant  appears 
and  objects  to  the  plaintiff's  pro- 
ceeding with  the  trial  upon  the 
ground  that  all  proceedings  on  his 
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part  have  been  stayed  by  his 
failure  to  pay  costs  awarded 
against  him,  and  such  objections 
are  heard  and  overruled  by  the 
court  and  the  trial  had,  the  only 
remedy  of  the  defendant  is  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  before  the 

iustice  by  whom  *the    trial    was 
lad,  or  an  appeal  to  the  general 
term. 

He  cannot  move,  at  a  special 
term  held  by  another  justice,  to 
have  the  verdict  and  all  other  pro- 
ceedings on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff vacated  and  set  aside.  (Tuna- 
taU  agt.   Winton,  81  Uun,  2*Z^) 

4.  An  order  in  supplementary  pro- 
ceedings, appointing  a  receiver, 
made  bv  the  court  or  judge  au- 
thorized to  make  it,  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed regular  until  annulled  in  a 
direct  proceeding ;  and  if  the 
order  recite  facts  giving  jurisdic- 
tion, it  is  pritna  facie  evidence 
of  the  existence  of  those  facts. 
{Wright  agt.  Nostrand,  94  N.  F.. 

ai.) 

6.  The  court  has  no  power,  on  mo- 
tion of  a  partY  defendant,  to  strike 
out  all  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint refen-ing  to  himself,  simply 
because  they  are  irrelevant  to  an 
alleged  cause  of  action  against 
some  other  defendant ;  neither  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  moving 
party  was  properly  made  a  de- 
fencfant,  nor  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  facts  alleged  make 
out  a  good  cause  of  action  as  to 
him,  can  be  raised  on  such  a  mo- 
tion. {Ilagerty  agU  Andrews^  94 
N.  r.,  195) 

6.  The  power  to  strike  out,  on  mo- 
tion, averments  in  a  pleading  be- 
cause of  irrelevancy,  applies  sim- 
ply to  such  matter  as  is  irrelevant 
to  the  cause  of  action  or  defense 
attempted  to  be  stated  in  the 
pleadings  against  the  moving 
party.    {Id,) 

7.  An  order  allowing  the  receiver 
of  a  firm  to  come  m  and  defend 
an  action  for  goods  sold,  against 


the  members  of  the  firm,  was 
granted  upon  his  petil^ion,  in  which 
he  averred  collusion  between 
plaintiffs  and  one  or  more  of  the 
defendants,  but  onl^  on  informa- 
tion and  belief,  without  stating 
any  facts  or  sources  of  informa- 
tion upon  which  the  belief  was 
based.  This  aveniieut  was  posi- 
tively denied  by  plaintiffs  :  lldd, 
that  the  petition  was  insutficieut 
to  support  the  order  and  the  same 
was  improperly  granted.  {Hoaeg- 
ger  agt.   Wettsteia,  04  N.  Y.,  252.) 

8.  An  order  of  general  term,  vacat- 
ing the  report  of  commissioners 
appointed  in  proceedings  b^  a  rail- 
road corporation  to  acquire  title 
to  lands  and  the  confirmation 
thereof,  and  directing  a  new  ap- 
praisal before  new  commissioners, 
IS  not  reviewable  here.  {In,  re 
K  r.,  W.  8.  and  B,  R,  Co.,  94 
N,  r.,  287.) 

9.  The  general  term,  however,  has 
no  power  on  appeal  bv  the  com- 
pany from  the  order  of  confirma- 
tion to  award  costs  against  the 
owners.    {Id.) 

10.  Where  costs  are  awarded,  so 
much  of  the  general  term  order  is 
reviewable  here  ;  but  this  does 
not  confer  jurisdiction  to  review 
the  whole  order.    {Id.) 

11.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  {eec.  750  et  seq.)^ 
where,  after  issue  has  been  joined 
in  an  equity  action,  the  plaintiff 
transfers  his  interest,  the  trans- 
feree may  move  to  be  substituted 
as  plaintiff  ;  and  where,  upon  such 
motion,  made  with  due  notice  to 
the  defendant,  an  order  of  substi- 
tution is  granted  without  directing 
supplemental  pleadings,  or  an 
amendment  of  the  complaint,  aside 
from  such  substitution  the  ques- 
tion as  to  title  in  the  substituted 
plaintiff  is  determined  bv  the 
order,  and  may  not  be  raised  upon 
the  trial ;  and  this,  alt'hough  de- 
fendant made  default  upon  tho 
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motion.    {SmUh  agt  ZaUntki,  94 
N.  Y^  510.) 

12.  A  motion  for  arrest  of  judgment 
in  a  criminal  action  could  not,  be- 
fore the  adoption  of  the  Code  of 
Orimrnal  Procedure,  and  cannot 
now,  be  made,  save  for  some  de- 
fect that  appears  upon  the  record  ; 
it  may  not  be  based  upon  proof  by 
affidavit  of  facts  outside,  and  con- 
stituting no  part  of  the  record 
{Code  cf  Criminal  Procedure,  tec. 
407).    {Peoj^  agt  KeUy,  94  N,  F., 

NEGLIGENCE. 

1.  While  sleeping  car  companies  owe 
greater  duties  to  their  customers 
than  ordinary  railroad  carriers  of 

Eassengers,  still  they  can  only  be 
eld  liable  for  property  lost  while 
under  the  control  of  the  passenger, 
upon  proof  of  some  fault  or  negli- 
gence upon  their  part,  and  the 
mere  fact  of  such  loss,  unaccom- 
panied by  any  other  proof,  raises 
no  presumption  of  negligence. 
{Traey  agt.  PuUman  PMoce  Car 
Company,  ante,  154.) 


NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  When  a  verdict  is  rendered  sub- 
ject to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at 
general  term,  the  whole  case  is 
before  the  general  term  on  its 
merits,  and  no  new  trial  can  be 
ordered.  {Northampton  NaJLioivaX 
Bank  agt.  Kidder,  ante^  95.) 

2.  An  admission  made  on  which  a 
decision  of  the  court  is  based  is 
available  upon  a  new  trial  of  the 
action.  {Ansonia  Braes  and  Cop- 
per Company  agi.  Conner,  ante,  157.) 

See  Jury. 

Wiggins  agt.  Downer^  ante,  65. 


NEW  YORK  (CITY  OP). 

1.  By  chapter  206  of  Laws  of  1865, 
the  justices  of  the  supreme  court 


for  the  first  judicial  department 
were  authorized  to  appoint  a  crier 
of  said  court  in  the  cit^  and 
counter  of  New  Y'ork,  and  his  com- 
pensation was  to  be  fixed  by  the 
board  of  supervisors: 

Held,  that  where,  in  pursuance 
of  such  authority,  a  crier  was  so 
appointed  and  his  salary  so  fixed, 
the  board  of  estimate  and  appor- 
tionment bad  no  rieht,  under  the 
consolidation  act  (Laws  of  1882, 
chap.  410),  to  reduce  such  salary 
during  the  term  for  which  he  was 
appointed.  The  consolidation  act 
should  be  limited  to  future  ap- 
pointments made  under  its  pro- 
visions without  disturbing  any 
rights  which  had  vested  prior  to 
its  enactment.  {Ricketts  agt.  The 
Mayor,  dbc.,  of  New  York.  ante. 
820.) 

2.  A  party  may  waive  a  statutory 
and  even  a  constitutional  provi- 
sion made  for  his  benefit,  and  hav- 
ing once  done  so,  he  cannot  ask 
for  its  protection.  And  so,  too, 
b}'  acquiescence,  or  failure  to  pre- 
sent objections,  he  may  waive  the 
question  of  jurisdiction,  arising 
out  of  the  interpretation  or  con- 
struction of  a  statute. 

Where  it  appeared  that  these 
commissioners  of  estimate  and  as- 
sessment were  appointed  after  the 
posting  of  notices  and  advertising 
according  to  law,  without  any 
opposition  having  been  mtide  by 
any  interested  property  owner, 
and  no  appeal  was  ever  taken 
from  the  order  appointing  them, 
and  they  proceeded  in  the  per^ 
formance  of  their  duties  and  fol- 
lowed the  law  strictly  in  every  re- 
spect, and  were  apposed  by  the 
parties  now  making  this  motion 
at  every  step  of  their  proceedings, 
until  the  final  confirmation  of 
their  report : 

Held  J  that  the  moving  parties 
are  now  precluded  from  objecting 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commis- 
sioners or  of  the  court.  It  is  too 
late  for  the  parties  making  this 
motion  to  object  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court,  or  to  the  righi 
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of  the  park  commissionerB  to  insti- 
tute these  proceedings.  {Matter 
of  tlie  Opening  of  me  SpuyUn 
DuyvU  Park-wajf,  ante,  841.) 

8.  The  legislature  has  no  power,  so 
far  as  tne  rights  of  abutttng  ov^- 
crs  are  involved;  to  authorize  the 
use  of  the  streets  of  the  city  of 
New  York  for  the  erection  of 
poles  to  conduct  telegraph  and 
telephone  wires,  the  legislative 
authority  over  the  streets  being 
limited  to  a  regulation  of  use  for 
which  the  streets  are  held  by  the 
city  in  trust,  which  is  to  appropri- 
ate and  keep  them  open  as  public 
streets;  and  such  erection  of  tele- 

graph  poles  is  not  a  street  use,  and 
oes  not  come  within  the  terms  of 
the  trust  A  telegraph  company 
cannot  therefore  invoke  the  equit- 
able power  of  the  court  to  restrain 
interference  by  abutting  owners 
with  its  poles  in  city  streets;  even 
though  its  lines  have  been  erected 
under  legislative  sanction.  {Tlie 
Metropolitan  TelepJionet  dc,  Ch., 
agt.  The  (JolweU  Lead  Co,^  ante, 
865.) 

4.  A  teacher  in  a  public  school  in 
New  York  city  cannot  be  removed 
by  the  trustees  of  the  ward  in 
which  such  school  is  situated,  ex- 
cept by  the  approval  in  writing  of 
a  majority  of  the  inspectors  of  the 
district,  and  the  approval  on  ap- 
peal of  the  board  of  education; 
and  a  transfer  involving  loss  of 
rank  and  pay  is  a  removal  from 
the  position  occupied  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute. 

A  teacher  so  attempted  to  be 
removed  has  a  remedy  by  man- 
damns  to  compel  the  principal  of 
the  school  and  the  trustees  of  the 
ward,  respectively,  the  former  to 
place  such  teacher's  name  upon 
the  monthly  pay  rolls,  and  the 
latter  to  certify  said  pay  rolls  to 
the  inspectors  of  the  district. 
{Matter  of  Qleese,  aiUe,  872.) 

5.  The  authority  to  locate  a  railroad 
or  othpr  structure  at  a  certain 
place  docs  not  limit  the  location 


to  the  extreme  bounds  of  that 
place,  but  carries  with  it  the 
authority  to  locate  the  same 
within  such  bounds.  On  a  motion 
for  a  pereniptory  mandamus  to  the 
commissioner  of  public  works 
and  the  department  of  parks 
*•  commanding  them  forthwith  to 
issue  and  deliver  to  the  board  of 
trustees  of  the  New  York  and 
Brooklyn  bridge,  a  permit  to  en- 
ter upon  Chatham  and  Centre 
streets  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
near  the  Hall  of  Records,  and 
take  up  the  pavements  of  said 
streets,  and  lay  foundations  for 
and  erect  thereupon  the  structure 
proposed  by  the  said  trustees  to 
complete  the  said  bridge,  as 
shown  on  a  map  filed  by  said 
trustees  in  the  register's  office  in 
New  York  city,  on  the  10th  of 
April,  1884 ; "  there  were  two  other 
maps  filed,  one  in  1874  and  one 
in  1877: 

Held,  flrst^  that  the  bridge  trus- 
tees have  the  legal  right  to  do  pre- 
cisely what  they  propose  to  do, 
as  indicated  by  the  map  of  1884 
(i.  «.,  to  occupy  Chatham  and 
Centre  streets),  and  that  they  are 
not  precluded  by  the  filing  of  the 
maps  of  1874  and  1877,  from 
erecting  such  a  structure  as  is 
shown  on  jLhe  map  or  diagram 
filed  in  1884.  The  maps  filed  from 
time  to  time  do  not  and  could  not 
affect  the  termini. 

Second.  The  location  of  the  New 
York  terminus  at  the  west  side 
of  Centre  street  is  authorized. 

Third.  That  the  provisions  of 
the  act  which  declare  that  the  said 
bridge  "shall  not  obstiiict  any 
street  which  it  shall  cross,  but 
that  such  street  shall  be  spanned 
bv  a  suitable  arch  or  suspended 
platform  as  shall  give  suitable 
height  for  the  passage  under  the 
same,  for  all  purposes  of  public 
travel  and  transportation,''  docs 
not  refer  to  the  approach  to,  or 
the  terminus  of,  the  bridge. 

Fourt/i.  That  as  it  is  the  legal 
right  of  the  trustees  to  enter  upon 
the  performance  of  the  work  con- 
templated by  them,  it  is  the  pub- 
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lie  duty  of  the  commissioner  of 
public  works  and  tlie  park  com- 
missioners to  issue  the  permits 
asked  for  and  to  license  the  excava- 
tions which  are  necessary'to  enable 
the  former  'to  prosecute  their 
work,  and  a  mandamu$  is  the 
proper  remedy  to  compel  them  so 
to  do.  ( The  People  ex  rel  Stranor 
Turn  agt.  Thompwn,  ante,  491.) 


NON-RESIDENTS. 

See  ATTACHliKNT. 

McKinlay  agt.  IbtoUr,  ante,  888. 


PARTIES. 

1.  The  complaint  alleged  that  A.  dc- 
livered  to  B.  jewelers'  sweepings 
worth  |4,292  to  be  refined,  for 
which  refining  A.  was  to  receive 
$8*^0,  and  that  B.  subsequently  as- 
signed to  defendants  all  his  plant, 
&c. ,  including  A.'s  sweepings,  the 
defendants  assuming  all  the  debts 
and  liabilities  of  B.  and  taking 
possession  of  B.*s  property,  and 
judraient  is  asked  for  the  value 
of  the  sweepings  less  the  cost  of 
refining. 

Meld  (overruling  demurrer  to 
complaint),  that  defendants  hav- 
ing assumed  an  obligation  must 
be  held  liable  for  its  conse- 
quences; that  no  issue  is  presented 
as  to  the  conversion  of  propeily, 
and  if  there  were  the  question  of 
the  non-joinder  of  B.  is  not  avail- 
able, because  as  joint  tortfeasors 
the  defendants  would  be  individu- 
ally liable.  {Otis  agt.  Seligman  et 
al,  ante,  101.) 

2.  Substitution  —  when  one  of  sev- 
eral devisees  may  be  substituted 
by  the  general  term  as  plaintiff  in 
an  action  of  ejectment,  upon  the 
death  of  the  testator,  during  the 
pendency  of  an  appeal.  {See  Van 
Home  agt.  France^  32  Hun,  504.) 

8.  Judgment  of  divorce — petition 
to  have   it   vacated    because  of 


fraud  — when  the  petitioner  shows 
no  right  to  intervene  —  power  of 
the  court  to  impose  upon  him  the 
payment  of  the  costs  —  the  court 
cannot  modify  an  order,  of  its  own 
motion,  without  notice  to  the 
parties  interested.  {See  Simmons 
agt.  Simmons,  82  Hun,  551.) 

4.  Will  —  trusts  —  when  the  power 
of  alienation  is  not  unlawfully 
suspended  —  when  the  validity  of 
a  trust  cannot  be  passed  upon, 
because  the  persons  to  be  affected 
by  the  decision  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained  and  made  parties.  {See 
Tiers  agt.  2^iers,  32  llun,  184.) 

5.  Sewers^- when  their  construc- 
tion by  a  city  will  be  enjoined,  on 
the  application  of  a  party  to  be 
injured  thereby  —  it  is  not  ncces- 
6ai*y  diat  the  injury  should  result 
immediately  after  their  construc- 
tion—  the  person  contraclins  to 
build  the  sewer  may  be  made  a 
defendant  {See  Morgan  agt.  Oiiy 
of  Bingliamton,  82  Hun,  602.) 

6.  Statutory  foreclosure  —  the  per- 
sonal representatives  of  a  de- 
ceased mortgagor  must  be  served 
with  notice  —  3  Revised  Statutes 
{6th  edX  860.  {See  Van  Schaaek 
agt.  Saunders,  82  Hun,  515.) 

7.  What  actions  against  an  unin- 
corporated association  may  be 
brought  against  its  president  or 
treasurer.  (See  Duncan  agt.  Jonee, 
82  Hun,  12.) 


PARTNERSHIPS. 

1.  Business  partnerships  between 
husband  and  wife  are  not  author- 
ized by  the  statutes  of  the  state 
of  New  York,  and  contracts  in 
the  conduct  of  such  business  are 
not  enforceable  against  the  wife. 
{Fairlee  agt.  BUwmingdale^  ante^ 
292.) 

2.  Any  declaration  of  the  wife  that 
she  sustains  the  relation  to  her 
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husband  of  a  partner  in  business 
is  not  binding  upon  her.    {Id.) 

8.  The  case  of  Zimmerman  agt  Er- 
kard  and  Dodge  (58  How,,  11) 
criticised  and  not  followed. 


PENAL  CODE. 

1.  Sections  217, 218, 210— A  warrant 
of  commitment  reciting  a  convic- 
tion for  the  crime  of  assault  and 
battery  and  a  sentence  to  impris- 
onment thereon  is  valid.  (People 
agt.  Oray,  ante,  450.) 


PLEADING. 

1.  Appeal — does  not  lie  from  an 
order  sustaining  a  demurrer. 
(See  WeUh  agt  Flatt,  82  Hun,  194.) 

2.  When  the  facts  Ftated  in  a  com- 
plaint constitute  but  a  single  cause 
of  action.    (Id,) 

8.  Complaint — motion  to  make  it 
more  definite  and  certain  —  alle- 
^tion  that  the  plaintiff  has  been 
deceived  by  false  representations 
made  by  the  officers  and  agents 
of  a  defendant  corporation  — 
when  the  names  of  such  oflScers 
and  agents  must  be  given.  (See 
ScfteUens  agt.  Equitable  Ltfe  Am, 
Soc,  82  Hun,  285.) 

4.  Demurrer  to  answer  —  the  de- 
fendant cannot  object  on  the 
ground  of  the  insufficiency  of  anv 
allegation  of  the  complaint  ad- 
mitted by  his  answer — liability 
of  a  trustee  of  a  mining  company 
for  a  failure  to  file  a  report — 1848, 
chapter  40,  section  12.  (See  Morey 
agt.  F(rrd,  82  Hun^  446.) 

5.  Partition  —  the    omission  of   a 

Slaintiff  to  allege  that  the  parties 
o  not  own  any  other  land  in 
common  in  this  state  is  not  a 
2Tound  of  demurrer  —  General 
Rule  No.  65  —  effect  of  a  failure 
to  comply  with  it  (See  Pritchard 
agt  Dratt,  82  Hun,  417.) 


6.  Judgment  —  to  operate  as  a  bar, 
it  must  be  pleaded  as  such.  (See 
Hend&rton  agt  Scott^  83  Han,  412.) 

7.  Counter-claim  —  when  one  ex- 
isting in  favor  of  a  part  ot  the 
defendants  may  be  set  up  by  them. 
(See  Clegg  agt.  Cramer,  8^  Hun, 
162.) 

8.  Action  in  a  justice's  court  — 
plea  of  title  —  when  it  is  rendered 
necessary  by  the  form  of  the  com- 
plaint— the  party  recovering  upon 
this  issue  is  entitled  to  the  costs. 
(See  Falkd  agt  Moore^  82  Han, 
a}l8.) 

9.  Evidence  —  action  for  slander — 
facts  tending  to  mitigate  damages 
cannot  be  proved  unless  they  are 
pleaded,  (aee  BlancJuirdvL^i.  PuUp 
82  Hun,  688.) 

10.  Where  two  causes  of  action  upon 
contract  are  joined  in  the  same 
action  a  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint upon  the  ground  that  all  of 
the  defendants  are  not  affected  by 
both  causes  lies  at  the  instance  of 
a  defendant  who  is  so  affected. 
The  objection  is  not  to  the  mis- 
joinder of  parties,  but  of  causes 
of  action,  and  so  the  rule  that  a 
defendant  against  whom  a  good 
cause  of  action  is  pleaded  may 
not  demur  because  too  many  are 
joined  does  not  apply.  (NichoU 
agt  Drew,  94  iV.  T„  22.) 

11.  It  is  not  a  ground  for  a  motion 
to  dismiss  the  complaint  in  an  ac- 
tion for  libel  that  the  innuendoes 
therein  are  ambi^ous  ur  uncer- 
tain ;  any  question  as  to  their 
meaning  may  be  submitted,  upon 
proper  requests,  to  the  considera- 
tion of  the  jury.  (Bergmann  agt. 
Jonee,  94  N,  7.,  61.) 

12.  The  complaint  in  an  action  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage  alleged  that 
the  mortgage,  with  accompanying 
bond,  was  executed  and  delivered 
to  the  mortgagees  named,  to  secure 
the  payment  of  $4,000,  and  that  it 
was  duly  assigned  and  transferred 
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to  plaintiff ;  the  answer  admitted 
the  execution  of  the  securities  as 
alleged,  and  the  due  assignment 
thereof  to  the  plaint  iff,  but  averred 
that  they  were  made  in  pursuance 
of  an  usurious  agreement  with  the 
plaintiff.  The  trial  court  found 
the  usurious  agreement  substan- 
tially as  alleged,  and  that  the 
bond  and  mortgage  was  never  de- 
livered to,  or  in  tne  possession  of 
the  mortgagees  :  HeUi,  that  in  the 
absence  of  any  waiver  of  the  ad- 
mission in  the  pleadings,  this  last 
finding  was  error  (Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  see  62'i).  {DunlMm&gi. 
Cudlipp,  9A  N.  r.,12U.) 

13.  The  court  has  no  power,  on  mo- 
tion of  a  party  defendant,  to  strike 
out  all  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint referring  to  himself,  simply 
because  they  are  irrelevant  to  an 
alleged  cause  of  action  against 
some  other  defendant ;  neither  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  moving 
party  was  properly  made  a  de- 
fendant, nor  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  facts  alleged  make 
out  a  good  cause  of  action  as  to 
him,  can  be  raised  on  such  a  mo- 
tion.   {Hagerty  agt.  Andrews^  94 

jv.  r:,iyo.) 

14.  Where  a  complaint  contains  an 
allegation  of  non-payment  as  a 
necessary  and  material  fact  to  con- 
stitute the  cause  of  action,  proof 
of  payment  is  admissible  under  a 
general  denial  in  the  answer. 
{Knapp  agt.  Boehe,  04  N.  T.,  829.) 


PRACTICE. 

1.  Though  under  ordinary  circum- 
stances the  party  only  who  has 
noticed  a  cause  for  trial  can  move 
it  for  that  purpose,  yet  when  a 
cause  has  been  specially  set  down 
for  the  day  on  which  it  was  moved, 
and  no  objection  was  made  to  the 
right  of  the  defendant  to  move  it, 
and  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  after 
the  iury  was  drawn,  simply  re- 
fused to  proceed  with  the  trial, 
the  court  was  justified  in  direct- 


ing a  dismissal  of  the  complaint. 
(llabereticfi  agt.  Fisc/ier^  ante,  ;il8.) 

2.  Certiorari  is  the  proper  mode  of 
review  of  the  decision  of  a  magis- 
trate in  a  proceeding  against  a 
disorderly  person  for  abandoning 
his  wife,  under  section  8;j9  of  the 
Code  of  Criminal  Procedure.  {T/te 
People  ex  rel.  iS/ierrer  agt.  Walsh, 
anU,  482 ) 

8.  Such  a  proceeding  is  not  a  criminal 
action  as  defined  in  that  Code,  and 
the  justice  before  w^liom  it  is 
brought  sits  as  a  magistrate  and 
not  as  a  court  of  special  sessions. 
No  appeal  is  given  in  such  prr>- 
ceedings.    (Jd,) 

4.  On  the  hearing,  the  fact  that  the 
wife  left  the  husband's  domicile  is 
not  decisive  of  the  question  of 
abandonment,  but  the  wife  may 
show  that  she  had  reasonable  cause 
to  leave,  and  if  it  nppears  that  it 
was  unsafe  for  her  to  remain  in 
the  house  with  him  because  she 
was  in  imminent  danger  of  suffer- 
ing personal  violence  at  his  hands, 
her  case  is  made  out,  and  it  is 
therefore  error  on  the  part  of  the 
magistrate  to  exclude  such  testi- 
mony.   (Id,) 

5.  Judgment-creditor  —  an  action 
to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  convey- 
ance, and  to  have  the  property  ad- 
judged to  be  subject  to  the  lien 
of  his  judgment  and  the  execution 
issued  thereon  and  then  in  the 
sheriff's  hands,  is  not  affected  by 
the  return,  during  its  pendency, 
of  the  execution  -=-  wheA  devisees 
of  the  judgment-debtor  need  not 
be  made  parties  —  when  a  firm 
credited*  may  set  aside  an  assign- 
ment of  the  individual  property 
of  the  partner  —  misjoinder  of 
causes  of  action.  {See  Eoye^  Wheel 
Co,  agt.  Fielding,  81  Hun,  274.) 

6.  Landlord  and  tenant  —  attorn- 
ment of  a  tenement  to  one  who 
has  acquired  the  landlord's  title 
upon  a  sheriff's  sale  under  an 
execution  and  a  warrant  of  dis- 
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possession  in  suihmary  proceed- 
iDffs  based  thereon  —  effect  of  a 
subsequent  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment on  which  the  summary  pro- 
ceedings wero  based  —  right  of 
the  tenant  to  deny  his  lessor*8 
title.  (See  Boss  agt.  Kemfin,  81 
Hun,  104) 

7.  Dower  —  action  by  a  widow  to 
vacate  a  deed  in  which  she  had 
joined  with  her  husband  —  when 
she  may  recover  in  such  an  action 
her  dower  interest — when  she 
must  recover  such  interest  in  an 
action  to  have  her  dower  ad- 
measured —  she  cannot  recover 
rents  from  her  husband's  grantee 
prior  to  her  demand  for  dower. 
[See  WiUhaus  agt.  Sehack,  81  Hun, 
590.) 

8.  Action  for  divorce  —  power  of 
the  special  term  to  review  the  re- 
port of  a  referee  —  it  can  only  re- 
fuse to  confirm  it  because  of 
fraud  or  collusion  —  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  sections  1228,  1229.) 
{See  Bom  agt.  Boss,  81  Hun,  140.) 

9.  Obstruction  of  a  street — right 
of  the  people  to  bring  an  action  to 
abate  the  nuisance  —  when  it 
should  be  tried  before  a  jury  — 
judgment  abating  a  nuisance  — 
when  the  verdict  of  the  jury  must 
specify  the  unlawful  structure,,  or 
the    unlawful    poition    thereof. 


{See  People  agt.  Metropolitan,  Tele 
phone  Co.,  81  Hun,  596.) 


-I 


10.  Action  for  divorce  —  power  of 
the  court  to  provide  for  the  sup- 
port of  a  child,  after  the  entry  of 
a  judgn\ent  therein  which  contains 
no  provision  therefor — section  59 
of  2  Revised  Statutes,  148,  is  con- 
tinued in  force  as  to  actions  there- 
tofore determined  by  subdivision 
2  of  section  ^  of  chapter  245  of 
1880.  (See'CatHn  agt.  CatUn,  31 
Hun,  682.) 

11.  Action  for  a  limited  divorce  — 
no  allowance  for  counsel  fees 
can  be  made  after  a  judgment  has 
been  entered — Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
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cedure,  section  1769.   {See  Winton 
agt.  Whnton,  81  Hun,  290.) 

12.  Inquest  —  when  it  will  be  set 
aside  because  of  the  unexpected 
absence  of  one  of  the  defendant's 
material  witnesses  —  the  right  to 
do  so  is  not  affected  by  the  fact 
that  the  trial  court  refused  to  post- 

Sone  the  trial.      {See  CafdU  agt. 
liUon,  81  Hun,  114.) 

13.  Costs  —  discretion  of  the  court 
as  to,  in  equitable  actions  not  re- 
viewable on  motion  —  the  clerk 
must  follow  the  decision  of  the 
court  as  to  —  additional  allowance 
in  foreclosure  cases  limited  to  two 
and  one-half  per  cent  —  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  section  8253. 
{See  Bosa  agt.  Jenkins,  81  Hun,  384.) 

14.  Costs — when  they  belong  to 
the  attorney  for  the  successful 
party — w^hen  they  cannot  be  set 
off  against  the  general  costs 
awarded  to  the  other  party.  {See 
TunstaU  agt.  Winton,  81  Hun, 
219.) 

15.  Costs  —  where  on  a  trial  before 
a  referee  the  plaintiff  recovers  a 
judgment  against  one  of  the  de- 
fendants only,  the  other  defend- 
ant can  only  have  costs  awarded 
to  him  upon  a  motion  to  the  court 
—  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  sec- 
tions 1018,  3229,  {See  New  York 
Elevated  B.  B,  Go,  agt.  MeHaniel, 
81  Hun,  810.) 

16.  Costs  —  liability  of  a  municipal 
corporation  therefor,  in  an  action 
commenced  in  a  justice's  court  — 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  section 
8847,  subdivisions  18,  3245.  {See 
Marsh  &gt.  Village  ofZansingburgh, 
31  Hun,  514.) 

17.  Will  — probate  of— when  both 
witnesses  must  be  examined  —  a 
witness  who  must  be  examined 
cannot  take  anything  under  the 
will — 2  Revised  Statutes  {£Jdm, 
ed.),.Q5,  section  50  —  the  rule  is 
not  changed  by  the  subsequent 
legislation,  as  to  th&  exaniinatic^ 
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of  interested  witnesses.    (See  Mat- 
ierofBravm,  81  Hun,  166.) 

18.  Purchaser  at  a  foreclosure  sale 
—  when  he  will  be  compelled  to 
complete  the  purchase,  although 
two  of  the  defendants  were  luna- 
tics for  whom  no  committees  had 
been  appointed.  {Sea  Prentiee  agt. 
Cameli,  81  Hun,  167.) 

19.  Partition  — no  sale  can  bo  or- 
dered in  an  action  brought  by  one 
tenant  in  common  of  a  vested  re- 
mainder —  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure, section  1533  —  Eflfect  of  the 
consent  of  the  owner  of  the  prior 
estate  —  a  purchaser  will  not  be 
compelled  to  accept  a  doubtful 
title.  (^S^  Seheu  agt.  Lehning,  31 
Hun,  183.) 

20.  Examination  of  a  party  before 
trial  —  the  testimony  must  be 
shown  to  be  material  and  neces- 
sary—Code of  Civil  Procedure, 
section  872,  subdivision  4  —  fijen- 
eral  rule,  No.  83  — right  to  ex- 
amine the  president  of  a  joint- 
stock  association  in  an  action 
against  the  association  in  his  name 
as  president  —  Code  of  (Jivil  Pro- 
cedure, section  1919.  (See  Wayne 
Co.  Savings  Bank  agt.  Braekett,  31 
Hun,  434.) 

21.  Order  for  the  examination  of  a 
party  before  trial  —  not  granted 
to  enable  the  party  seeking  it  to 
prove  that  his  adversary  is  guilty 
of  a  crime  of  fraud — Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  section  873.  (See 
Andrews  agt.  Prince,  31  Hun,  233.) 

22.  Evidence  —  examination  of  a 
party  before  trial  —  when  it  can- 
not be  read  in  evidence  upon  the 
trial  of  a  new  action  brought 
after  his  death  by  his  executor. 
(See  Murphy  agt.  A.  Y,  G.  and  H. 
E.  R,  R.  Co.,  31  Han,  358.) 

28.  A  party  to  an  action  cannot  be 
compelled  to  appear  for  examina- 
tion before  trial  in  any  county 
otlier  than  the  one  in  which  he 
resides  or  has  an  office  —  Code  of 


Civil  Procedure,  section  886.  (See 
0u9taf  agt.  AfMriean  SteamMp 
Co,,  SI  Hwn,  U5.) 

24.  Motion  to  vacate  an  attachment 
—  power  of  the  court  to  amend 
the  warrant  —  limitation  upon  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  oppose 
the  motion  by  new  proof  — waiver 
of  obiection  to  tlie  new  proof 
offered  — Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
sections  683,  723  —  Attachment 
will  issue  though  fraudulent  trans- 
fer of  property  made  in  another 
state.  {See  Kibbe  agt.  Wetmore, 
81  Hun,  424.) 

25.  Service  of  summons  by  publica- 
tion —  in  what  class  of  actions  an 
order  for  such  service  may  be 
made  —  what  facts  show  that  the 
defendant  cannot  be  served  with- 
in the  stAte.  (See  Loekufood  agt 
BranOey,  31  Hun,  155.) 

26.  Unincorporated  association  — 
actions  against  —  upon  whom  the 
summons  may  be  served  wlien  it 
has  no  president  or  treasurer  — 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  section 
1919.  (See  Hatheway  agt.  Am, 
Mining  Stock  Exchange,  31  Hun, 
575.) 

27.  Surrogate's  bond  —  right  of  the 
people  to  bring  an  action  thereon 
a^inst  the  sureties  thereto  —  lia- 
bility of  a  surrogate  to  account 
for  moneys  received  by  him  — 
what  facts  are  required  to  excuse 
his  failure  to  pay  the  same  over 
to  the  person  entitled  thereto. 
(See  People  ex  rel.  Nash  agt.  J^ulk- 
ner,  di  Hun,  317.) 

28.  Action  by  a  stockholder  to  re- 
strain wrongful  acts  of  the  corpo- 
ration —  a  refusal  of  the  corpora- 
tion, after  demand,  to  bring  the 
action  must  be  alleged  —  mere 
neglect  to  do  so  is  not  enough  to 
justify  the  stockholder  in  acting. 
(See  LesUe  agt.  LoriUard,  81  Hun, 
805.) 

29.  When  an  action  to  recover 
land   may   be    brought   by   the 
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grantee  in  tbe  name  of  the  grantor 
—  when  the  beneficiaries  are  suf- 
ficiently represented  in  an  action 
by  their  trustee  and  need  not  be 
made  parties.  (See  Van  VoorhU 
agt.  KeUy,  81  Han,  293.) 

80.  One  justice  of  the  supreme 
court  cannot  review  the  decision 
of  another,  except  as  to  provi- 
sional remedies  and  the  cases 
arising  under  section  772  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  {See 
Pe^tple  agt.  2iat  Tnut  Co.,  81  Hun, 
t>0.) 

31.  Attachment  —  may  be  vacated 
on  motion  after  it  has  become  in- 
operative by  reason  of  a  failure 
to  serve  the  summons  —  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  section  688.  {See 
Beizemann  agt.  Brooks,  81  Hun, 
271.) 

32.  Attachment  —  the  fees  and  ex- 
penses of  the  sheriff  are  to  be  ad- 
justed by  tlie  judge  issuing  the 
warrant  —  they  cannot  be  ad- 
justed by  the  court —  on  an  appli- 
cation for  their  adjustment  no  di- 
rection can  bo  given  as  to  the 
person  by  whom  they  shall  be 
paid  — Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
section  3307,  subdivision  2,  3287. 
{See  Hall  agt.  U.  S,  Eeflector  Co,, 
n  Hun,  609.) 

33.  Attachment  —  the  afiSdavit  must 
show  that  a  cause  of  action  exists 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  —  when  a 
demand  and  refusal  to  pay  for 
services  rendered  must  be  alleged. 
{See  Smadbeek  agt  Sisaon,  31  Hun^ 

34.  Attachment  —  the  affidavit  upon 
which  it  is  granted  should  show 
clearly  that  a  cause  of  action  ex- 
ists in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  {See 
BeiUy  agt.  SUeon,  81  Hun,  572.) 

85.  Striking  out  alle^tions  from 
the  complaint  —  action  to  recover 
a  chattel  wrongfully  detained  — 
when  the  facts  showing  the  de- 
tention to  be  wrongful  should  be 
stated  in  the  complaint  —  Code  of 


Civil  Procedure,  section  1721. 
{See  Davenport  Glucose  Mfg.  Co. 
agt.  Taumg^  31  Hun^  568.) 

36.  Void  assessment  —  payment  by 
the  owner  of  land  under  protest 
—  when  he  may  recover  back  the 
amount  so  paid  without  first  hav- 
ing the  assessment  vacated.  {See 
Bruee?ier  aet.  VtUage  of  Port- 
Chester,  81  ^/i,  550.) 

37.  Writ  of  habeas  corpus  should  not 
issue  when  the  person  is  not  in  the 
custody  of  the  respondent  at  the 
time  of  the  application.  {See  Mat- 
ter of  Larson,  81  Han^  589.) 

88.  Appeal  —  it  lies  from  an  order 
overruling  a  demurrer  —  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  section  1349. 
{See  Hand  agt.  Superot'sors  of 
Columbia  Co.,  HI  Hun,  531.) 

89.  Jurisdiction  —  when  the  courts 
of  this  state  will  not  entertain 
Jurisdiction  over  an  action  affect- 
ing trust  property  in  another 
state.  {See  Alger  agt.  Alger^  81 
Hun,  471.) 

40.  Interpleader  —  effect  of  an  ex- 
ecutor's taking  a  security  in  his 
own  name,  upon  the  loan  of  funds 
of  the  estate  —  his  executors  are 
entitled  to  collect  it.  {See  Caul- 
kins  agt.  BoUon,  31  Hnn,  458.) 

41.  Demand  for  damages  in  the 
complaint — condition  upon  which 
the  amount  claimed  may  be  in- 
creased after  verdict  —  the  plain- 
tiff will  not  be  allowed  to  treble 
the  damages  found  by  the  jury  if 
the  increased  amount  will  exceed 
the  sum  demanded  in  the  com- 
plaint. {See  Pharis  agt  Gere,  81 
Hun,  443.) 

42.  Report  of  railroad  commission- 
ers —  it  will  not  be  set  aside  for 
the  improper  receipt  by  them  of  a 
communication  from  the  counsel 
for  the  company,  which  did  not 
affect  their  action.  {See  Matter  of 
JV:  r.,  W.  S.  andB.It.  R.  Co.,  81 
Hun,  440.) 
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43.  When  an  action  and  not  a  man- 
damus is  the  proper  remedy  of  a 
creditor  of  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion. (See  Utica  Water-  Works  Go. 
agt.  GUy  of  Utica,  81  jHan,426.) 

44.  Action  to  set  aside  a  fraudu- 
lent conveyance  —  when  an  at- 
taching creditor  cannot  maintain 
it,  before  the  recovery  of  a  judg- 
ment and  the  issue  and  return  of 
an  execution.  (See  Bowe  agt 
Arnold,  31  Hun,  260.) 

45.  Communication  between  the 
judge  ana  the  jury  after  its  re- 
tirement —  when  it  does  not  fur- 
nish a  ground  for  setting  aside  the 
verdict  —  how  the  error,  if  any, 
in  making  such  a  communication 
is  to  be  corrected  — Code  of  Crim- 
inal Procedure,  sections  467,  465, 
831.  {See  People  agt.  KeUy,  31 
-Hun,  235.) 

46.  Motion  —  a  decision  of  one  jus- 
tice cannot  be  reviewed  at  a 
special  term  held  by  another  — 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  section 
1003.  (See  Tunstall  agt.  Winton, 
81  Hun,  2*^2.) 

47.  Election  of  remedies  —  once 
made  is  irrevocable  —  when  the- 
issuing  of  an  execution  upon  a 
judgment,  pending  an  appeal,  is 
a  waiver  or  all  right  to  resort  to 
an  undertaking  given  theieon. 
.(See  GoUins  agt.  BaU,  31  Hun,  187.) 

48.  Assessment  —  application  to  va- 
cate it  —  no  objection  can  be  con- 
sidered, unless  it  is  stated  in  the 
petition.  (See  JIatter  of  Glark,  81 
HuTi^  198.) 

40.  Receiver  in  supplementary  pro- 
ceedings —  power  of  the  court  to 
remove  him  —  he  must  have 
notice  of  the  charges  against  him 
and  an  opportunity  to  be  heard. 
(See  Brum  agt.  Stewart  Mfg,  Go,^ 
81  Han,  195.) 

50.  Receiver  of  an  insolvent  life  in- 
surance company  —  must  file  his 
accounts  with  the  general  term  — 


power  of  that  court  over  them  — 
It  may  appoint  a  referee  to  de- 
termine as  to  the  amount  and 
value  of  the  services  rendered  to 
the  receiver  by  attorneys  and 
counselors.  (See  People  agt. 
Knickerbocker  Ufe  Ine,  Co.,  81 
Hun,  022.) 

51.  Insolvent  insurance  company  — 
an  attorney  for  policyholders  has 
no  legal  claim  against  the  receiver 
for  compensation  for  his  services. 
(See  Atly.  Oenl.  agt.  Goniinental 
Life  Ins.  Go.,  81  Hun,  623.) 

52.  Receiver  of  rents  and  profits  — 
when  appointed  in  an  action  to 
foreclose  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
land.  (See  Smith  agt.  Kelley,  81 
Hun,  887.) 

53.  Corporation — liability  of  its 
president  for  false  statements 
made  to  procure  credit  for  it —  an 
action  will  lie  against  him  by  the 
seller  of  the  goods  before  the 
price  is  due  from  the  corporation. 
(See  PIdUips  agt.  Wortendyke,  81 
Hun,  102.) 

54.  Temporary  injunction  —  appli- 
cation to  dissolve  it,  on  giving  an 
undertaking  —  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, section  629,  as  amended 
by  chapter  404  of  1888  — the  un- 
dertaking must  comply  with  It 
strictly.  (See  Ghamberlain  agt 
Buffah,  H.  T.and  P.  RM.  Co., 
31  Hun,  839.) 

55.  Reference  —  An  action  to  charge 
lands  in  the  hands  of  heirs  or 
devisees,  with  debts  of  an  ances- 
tor, is  only  referable  by  consent 
—  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  sec- 
tion 1013 —  when  the  right  to  ap- 
peal is  not  lost  by  participating 
m  the  reference.  (See  Bead  agt. 
Lozin,  31  Hun,  286.) 

56.  Joint  accommodation  maker  — 
effect  of  a  judgment  recovered 
against  him  alone  —  it  is  not  af- 
fected by  his  death.  (See  Smith 
agt.  Osborne,  81  Hun,  890.) 
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67.  New  trial  in  criminal  cases — 
when  granted  on  the  ground  of 
newly  discovered  evidence  — Code 
of  Criminal  Procedure,  section 
4G5.  {See  People  agt.  Lane,  81 
Mun,  18.) 

58  Arbitration — a  submission  to 
arbitration  affects  a  discontinu- 
ancfc  of  the  action.  (See  McNvliy 
agt  Soll^.  31  Hun,  17.) 

69  Trial  by  board  of  police  com- 
missioners of  New  York  —  nilc 
that  where  testimony  has  been 
taken,  before  less  than  three  com- 
missioners, it  must  be  laid  before 
and  examined  by  the  several  com- 
missioners—  construction  of  it. 
{See  People  ex  rel.  Swift  agt.  Police 
Comrs.,  81  IIuTif  40;  People  ex  rel. 
Sheridan  agt  Frenchy  81  Hun, 
617.) 

60.  Motion  to  change  the  place  of 
trial  for  the  convenience  of  wit- 
nesses—  the  old  rules  as  to  what 
the  affidavits  must  contain  should 
be  strictly  enforced.  {See  Car- 
penter agt.  Continental  Ins,  Co., 
81  Hun,  78.) 

61.  Undertaking  on  appeal — when 
it  is  insufficient  —  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  section  1827.  {See 
HoUieter  agt.  Me  NeiU,  81  Hun,  629.) 

63.  Appeal — docs  not  lie  from  an 
order  sustaining  a  demurrer  — 
when  the  facts  stated  in  a  com- 
plaint constitute  but  a  single  cause 
of  action.  {See  Welch  agt.  Piatt,  82 
Hun,  194.) 

63.  Appeal — power  of  the  general 
term  to  modify  a  judgment,  upon 
a  stipulation  of  the  party,  and 
affirm  it  as  modified — effect  upon 
a  stipulation  so  filed  of  an  appeal 
to  the  court  of  appeals,  by  the  un- 
successful party,  and  his  obtaining 
there  a  general  judgment  of  re- 
versal and  a  new  trial.  {See  Crim 
agt.  Starktoeather^  82  Hun,  850.) 

64.  What  errors  can  be  corrected 
upon  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of 


the  surrogate,  on  the  final  settle- 
ment of  an  executor's  accounts, 
without  any  case  being  prepared 
and  settled— Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, section  9li8.  {See  Matter  of 
Jackson,  83  Hun,  200.) 

65.  Award  —  appeal  from  an  order 
confirming  the  report  of  arbitra- 
tors, or  from  the  judgment  en- 
tered thereon  —  upon  what  papers 
it  must  be  heard —  no  case  can  be 
proposed  or  served.  {See  Matter 
of  Poole  agt  Johnson,  82  Hun, 
215.) 

66.  Injunction  —  when  it  will  bo 
granted  to  restrain  the  prosecu- 
tion of  actions  brought  in  another 
state.  {See  Dinsmore  agt.  ^eres- 
heimer,  82  Hun,  204.) 

67.  Tenant  for  life  of  real  estate  — 
right  of  one  interested  in  the  re- 
mainder to  prevent  his  alienating 
the  estate.  (See  ColUns  agt.  Collins, 
82  Hun,  156.) 

68.  Temporary  injunction  —  when 
it  should  not  be  granted  —  when 
the  use  of  water  bv  a  village  for 
public  purposes  will  not  be  re- 
strained on  the  application  of  the 
company  furnishmg  it  {See  West 
Troy  Water  -  Works  Co.  agt.  Oreen 
Island,  83  Hun,  580.) 

69.  Undertaking  given  upon  procur- 
ing an  injunction — what  expenses 
incurred  in  procuring  iis  dissolu- 
tion may  be  allowea  as  a  part  of 
the  damages  —  it  is  sufficient  if 
the  expenses  be  actually  incurred, 
they  need  not  have  been  paid. 
{See  Crounse  agt.  Syracuse,  C.  and 
N.  Y.  E.  R  Co.,  83  Hun,  497.) 

70.  Temporary  injunction — a  refer- 
ence to  ascertain  the  damages  re- 
sulting therefrom  cannot  bo 
ordered  until  the  plaintiff's  right 
to  it  has  been  finally  decided  — 
how  this  decision  must  be  made. 
{See  KeUy  agt  McMalion,  83  Hun, 
847.) 

71.  Injunction  —  damages    allowed 
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upon  its  dissolution  —  what  are 
to  be  included  in  them.  {See  Lyons 
agt.  Hersey,  Si  Hun,  258.) 

72.  Attachment  —  what  must  be 
shown  to  authorize  the  issuing  of 
one  on  the  ^ound  of  the  non-pay- 
ment of  ahmony.  (See  Ryckman 
agt  Ryckman,  82  Hun,  198.) 

78.  Attachment — the  affidayit  must 
show  a  ri^ht  to  recover  actual,  aas 
distinguished  from  nominal  dam- 
ages—  motion  papers  need  not 
specify  defects  which  relate  to  the 
merits — what  objection  not  taken 
below  cannot  be  raised  on  appeal 
—  ri^ht  of  one  partner  to  have  an 
attachment  against  the  firm  prop- 
erty vacated,  {See  Walts  agt.  Nieh- 
oU,  82  Hun,  276.) 

74.  Attachment  —  it  cannot  issue  in 
an  action  brought  to  enforce  a 
statutory  liability  —  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  sections  8247,  685. 
{See  Beniinffton  agt.  (^ Dougherty, 
82  Hun,  255.) 

75.  Attachment — duty  of  the  sheriff 
to  retain  the  goods  and  to  retake 
them  by  force,  if  necessary,  from 
one  who  wrongfully  removes 
them — liability  of  the  sheriff  for  a 
failure  so  to  do.  (See  Wood  agt. 
BodiMi,  82  Hun,  854.) 

76.  Attachment — duty  of  the  sher- 
iff to  collect  and  hold  demands 
attached.  (See  Davidson  agt.  Chat- 
Tiam  Nat  Bank,  82  Hun,  188.) 

77.  Parties — when  the  validity  of  a 
trust  cannot  be  passed  upon  be- 
cause the  persons  to  be  effected 
by  the  decision  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained and  made  parties.  (See 
Tiers  2^^  Tiers,  82  Hun,  184.) 

78.  Actions  against  the  president  or 
treasurer  of  an  unincorporated  as- 
sociation—  the  officer  so  sued  can- 
not be  examined  as  a  party  before 
trial — Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
sections  870,  1919  — as  to  what 
actions,  against  unincorporated 
associations,     may    be    brought 


against  their  president  or  treas- 
urer. (See  Duncan  agt.  Jones,  82 
Hun,  12.) 

79.  Substitution  —  when  one  of  sev- 
eral devisees  may  be  substituted 
by  the  general  term  as  plaintiff  in 
an  action  of  ejectment,  upon  tlio 
death  of  a  testator,  during  the 
pendency  of  the  appeal.  (SSs  Van 
Home  a^.  France,  82  Hun,  504.) 

80.  Action — in  the  absence  of  fraud 
and  collusion  it  may  be  settled  by 
the  parties  without  the  consent  of 
their  attorneys.  (See  Root  agt.  Van- 
duien,  82  Hun,  68.) 

81.  Temporary  administrator  —  the 
special  guardian  of  an  infant 
may  apply  for  his  appointment  — 
the  discretion  of  the  surrogate  in 
granting  the  application  will  not 
be  reviewai  —  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, section  2668.  (See  MaUer 
of  Chase,  82  Hun,  818.) 

82.  Guardian — power  of  a  surrogate 
to  compel  him  to  account  —  the 
surrogate  cannot  compel  the  rep- 
resentatives of  a  deceased  guard- 
ian to  account  and  pay  over  a  bal- 
ance due  from  him.  (See  Andrade 
agt  Cohen,  82  Han,  225.) 

88.  Transfer  fraudulently  procured 
from  a  testatrix  —  ri^ht  of  a  de- 
visee to  have  it  set  aside  —  an  ac- 
tion will  lie  by  him  although  the 
will  has  not  been  proved  —  a  sur- 
rogate's court  has  no  jurisdiction 
over  such  an  action.  (See  Norris 
agt  Norris,  32  Hun,  175.) 

84.  Fraudulent  assignment  of  per- 
sonal property  —  a  creditor  cannot 
set  it  aside  under  a  judgment  re- 
covered after  a  general  assign- 
ment has  been  made.  (See  Lowery 
agt.  CHnion,  32  Hun,  267.) 

85.  Dissolution  of  a  corporation  dur- 
ing the  pendency  of  an  action 
brought  by  it  —  the  action  is  not 
thereby  abated  —  it  may  be  con- 
tinued without  an  order  of  the 
court,  by  the  receiver  or  by  an 
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assignee  in  bankruptcy — 3  Re- 
vised Statutes  {Hth  ed,\  893,  sec- 
tion 11  — United  States  Revised 
Statutes,  981.  section  5047— Code 
of  Procedure,  section  131.  {See 
PlaU  agU  Ashman,  83  Sun,  380.) 

86.  Action  to  sequestrate  the  prop- 
erty of  a  corporation  —  notice  of 
a  motion  to  appoint  a  receiver 
must  be  given  to  the  attorney  gen- 
eral— 1883,  chapter  878,  section 
8  —  when  a  second  receiver  of  the 
contbany  may  object  to  the  in- 
validity of  the  order  appointing 
the  first  —  powers  and  duties  of  a 
receiver  appointed  in  an  action  for 
sequestration  —  he  takes  the  cor- 
porate property  subject  to  the 
rights  of  mortgagees  and  their 
receiver  —  notice  of  motion  —  to 
whom  it  should  be  given  —  a 
^udge  cannot  consider  a  paper 
submitted  after  argument  by  one 
partv  without  notice  to  the  other. 
{See  Whitney  agt.  N.  T.  and  AUan- 
tic  JR.  R,  Co,,  83  Hun^  1($4.) 

87.  Highw^— encroachment  upon 
it  —  certincate  of  a  jury,  sum- 
moned under  section  105  of  1  Re- 
vised Statutes,  5*^2  —  question  as 
to  whether  an  appeal  lies  there- 
from to  the  county  court  —  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  section  8044. 
{See  Oommimo7ier»  of  Jamaica  agt. 
Van  Alien,  d^Eun,  01.) 

88.  Laying  out  a  private  road  — 
appeal  from  the  decision  of  the 
commissioners  of  highways  —  pre- 
sumption in  favor  of  regularity — 
upon  the  hearing  of  a  cerliarari 
the  record  only  can  be  considered 
— power  of  the  referees  appointed 
by  the  county  judge  on  such  an 
appeal,  to  consider  the  damages 
of  the  landowner.  {See  People  ex  rel. 
(Jashman  agt.  Iledden,  83  Hun,  309.) 

89.  Obstruction  in  a  sidewalk  by  the 
erection  of  an  electric-light 
pole  —  when  the  city  authorities 
will  not  be  compelled  by  man- 
damue  to  remove  it.  (See  People  ex 
rel,  McMdntu  agt.  Tliompaon,  83 
Bun,  98.) 


90.  Place  of  trial— power  of  the 
court  to  change  it —  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  sections  983,  088,  984, 
987 .  (See  Oorman  agt  Scmth  Boston 
Iron  Co,,  32  Bun,  71.) 

91.  Reference  —  when  one  should 
be  ordered  —  the  referee  need  not 
reside  in  the  county  in  which  the 
venue  is  laid  —  the  referee  may 
be  authorized  to  sit  in  any  county 
to  take  testimony.  {See  O^Brien 
agt.  CatakiU Mountain B.  R  (70.,83 
Hun,  686.) 

93.  Effect  of  a  general  exception  to 
a  referee's  conclusions  of  law. 
{See  Biley  agt  Sexton,  83  Hun, 
345.) 

08.  Decision  of  an  issue  of  fact  by 
a  surrogate  —  he  must  file  find- 
ings of  fact  and  conclusions  of 
law  —  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
section  3545  —  what  papers  must 
be  presented  to  the  general  term 
on  an  appeal  from  his  decision. 
{See  Waldo  agt  Waldo,  83  Hun, 
361.) 

94.  District  attorney — when  he  may 
act  as  surrogate — how  the  disa- 
bility of  thQ  surro^te  and  county 
judge  may  be  inquired  into. 
{See  People  ex  rel.  OaJaey  agt.  Petty, 
83  Hun,  448.) 

95.  A  judgment  against  an  executor 
is  not  a  lien  upon  the  real  estate 
of  the  deceased  —  when  debts  are 
charged  upon  the  real  estate  by 
the  will  —  when  such  a  lien  may 
be  enforced  against  the  proceeds 
arising  from  the  sale  of  land  of 
the  deceased  in  an  action  for  par- 
tition.  (See  Hibbard  e^,  Dayton, 
83  Hun,  320.) 

96.  Justices'  court— entry  of  a  judg- 
ment for  too  large  an  amount  — 
power  of  the  successful  party  to 
remit  a  part  of  it  —  costs  of  an 
appeal  to  the  county  court.  {See 
Auen  agt  Swan,  83  Hun,  868.) 

97.  Action  in  a  justice's  court — 
plea  of  title — when  it  is  rendered 
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necessary  by  the  form  of  the  com- 
plaint— the  party  recovering  upon 
this  issue  is  entitled  to  the  costs. 
{See  Falkel  agU  Moore,  82  Hun, 
293.) 

98.  Criminal  law  —  when  an  ex- 
pression of  an  opinion  by  the 
judge,  as  to  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence, requires  thai  a  new  trial 
be  granted —  right  to  convict  of 
larceny  on  an  indictment  for  rob- 
bery. {See  People  agt.  Langton,  82 
Hun,  461.) 

09.  Forgery  in  second  degree  —  the 
indictment  must  allege  an  intent 
to  defraud  —  Penal  Code,  section 
61 1  —  incorporation  of  a  foreign 
bank  — how  it|may^'be  proved  on 
the  trial  of  an  mdictm6nt  for 
forging  its  notes  —  the  codrt  will 
take  judicial  notice  of  the  legal 
relations  existing  between  foreign 
countries.  {See  People  agt.  d^Ar- 
gencour,  83  Mun,  175.) 

100.  Trial  of  an  action  at  a  special 
term  in  case  of  the  disability  of 
the  surrogate  —  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  sections  2545,  2486  — 
requests  for  findings  —  power  of 
the  justice  to  allow  them  to  be 
made  after  the  case  has  been  sub- 
mitted—  General  Rule  No.  82. 
{See  Matter  of  Chauncey,  82  Hun, 
429.) 

101.  Counter-claim — when  one  ex- 
isting in  favor  of  a  part  of  the 
defendants  may  be  set  up  by  them. 
{See  Clegg  agt.  Gramer,  82  Hun, 
102) 

102.  Right  of  a  party  defrauded  to 
waive  the  tort  and  proceed,  or  in- 
terpose a  counter-claim  based 
upon  an  implied  contract  against 
one  of  sevei-al  wrong-doers.  {See 
City  Nat.  Bank  agt,  Nat,  Park 
Bank,  82  Hun,  105.) 

103.  Service  of  a  summons  by  publi- 
cation—  the  affidavit  must  show 
that  the  defendant  cannot  after 
due  diligence  be  found  within  the 
state  —  Code  of  Procedure,  sec- 


tion 185.  {See  Kennedy  agt.  N.  T. 
Life  Ins.  and  Iruet  Co.,  82  Hun, 
8(5.) 

104.  Complaint — motion  to  make  it 
more  definite  and  certain  —  allega- 
tion that  the  plaintiff  has  been 
deceived  by  false  representations 
made  by  the  officers  and  agents  of 
a  defendant  corporation  —  when 
the  names  of  such  officers  and 
agents  must  be  given.  {See  Schel- 
ly agt.  EquiUwle  Life  Ins.  Ass. 
Soe.,  82  Hun,  285.) 

105.  Execution  —  form  of,  when 
issued  upon  a  judgment  recovered 
in  an  action  against  an  absconding 
debtor  served  by  publication  — 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  sections 
438, 1870— when  an  execution  and 
the  sale  had  thereunder  will  be 
set  aside.  {See  Place  agt.  Riley,  82 
Hun,  17.) 

106.  Supplementary  proceedings  — 
they  need  not  be  instituted  in  the 
judicial  district  in  which  the 
action  was  tried.  {See  Jacobson 
agt.  Doty  Plaster  Mfg.  Co.,  82  Hun, 
486.) 

107.  Assessment  —  right  of  a  party 
to  have  it  reduced  after  it  has  been 
pai(l,  and  to  recover  the  amount 
of  his  over-payment  in  the  same 
action.  {See  Delano  agt.  Mayor,  82 
Hun,  144) 

108.  A  warrant  for  the  collection  of 
taxes  is  not  invalidated  by  the 
omission  of  the  dollar  sign  before 
the  figures — replevin  will  not  lie 

■  where  the  warrant  is  regular  on 
its  face.  {See  American  Tool  Co., 
agt.  SmitJi,  32  Hun,  121.) 

109.  Costs — when  costs  paid  in  pur- 
suance of  an  order  cannot  be 
taxed  by  the  party  payine  them 
after  the  recovery  of  a  judgment 
by  him.  {See  Seneca  Nation  of 
Indians  agt.  Uawley,  32  Hun,  288.) 

110.  Sheriff's  fees  on  a  levy  and 
sale  —  when  the  plaintiff  may 
compel  a  taxation  of  them.   {Sec 
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MaU&ry  agt   Bekhert,   83   JJi^n, 
86.) 

111.  Action  to  determine  title  to 
office  —  right  of  the  successful 
parly  to  recover  damages  from  the 
intruder  —  the  salary  received  is 
the  measure  of  damages — a  de- 
fense cannot  be  raised  on  appeal 
which  was  not  taken  below. 
(See  People  ex  rel  Swinburne  agt. 
Nolan,  c^  Ilun,  612.) 

112.  Claims  against  the  estate  of 
a  deceased  person  —  over  what 
class  of  claims  the  referee  has 
jurisdiction —  when  he  may  take 
and  state  the  account  of  a  special 
guardian  to  sell  an  infant's  real 
estate.  (See  Skidmare  agt.  Poet,  82 
llun,  54.) 

118.  Tenants  in  common  of  a'crop— 
what  acts  of  the  party  in  posses- 
sion do  not  amount  to  a  conver- 
sion— when  an  action  for  a  breach 
of  contract,  and  not  one  of 
replevin,  should  be  brought. 
{See  Thomas  agt.  WtUiame,  82 
Hun,  257.) 

114.  Habeas  corpus  —  what  errors  in 
the  sentence  of  a  prisoner  may  be 
reviewed  under  it  —  when  the  ap- 
plication for  it  should  be  denied 
although  the  sentence  is  illegal  — 
punishment  for  an  assault  in  the 
third  degree.  (See  People  ex  rel. 
Devoe  agt.  KeUy,  82  Hun,  586.) 

115.  Judgment  of  divorce — petition 
to  have  it  vacated  because  of 
fraud  —  when  the  petitioner  shows 
no  right  to  intervene  —  power  of 
the  court  to  impose  upon  him  the 
payment  of  costs  —  the  court  can- 
not modify  an  order,  of  its  ow^ 
motion,  without  notice  to  the  par.- 
ties  interested.  (See  Simmons  agt. 
Simmans,  82  Hun^  551.) 

116.  Statute  of  limitations  —  when 
the  provisions  of  the  new  Code  are 
applicable  to  causes  of  action  ex- 
isting at  the  time  of  its  passage — 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  sections 
809,    414  — Code  of    Procedure, 


section  99.  (See  Burgett  t^.  Stnek- 
land,  82  Hun,  264.) 

117.  Joinder  of  causes  of  action  —  an 
action  for  a  tort,  and  an  action  to 
recover,  as  upon  an  implied  con- 
tract waiving  the  tort,  cannot  be 
united —  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
section  484.  (See  TeaU  agt.  City  of 
Syracuse,  82  Hun,  882.) 

118.  Evidence  —  right  of  a  party  to 
call  all  his  witnesses  —  when  the 
circuit  judge  cannot  limit  the 
number.  (I&  Reynolds  agt.  Port 
Jerms  Boot  and  SJu>e  Factory,  82 
Hun,  64.) 

119.  /it  M097W,  that  the  party  aggrieved, 
by  an  order  of  general  term, 
affirming  an  interlocutory  judg- 
ment, must  wait  until  final  judg- 
ment is  entered,  when  he  may 
either  appeal  directly  to  this  court 
(Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  sec,  1836), 
in  which  case  the  appeal  will  bring 
up  for  review  only  tUe  determina- 
tion of  the  general  tei*m,  affirming 
the  interlocutory  judgment,  or  he 
may  appeal  to  the  general  term 
(sec,  1850),  which  app^  will  bring 
up  for  review  only  the  proceed- 
ings after  the  interlocutory  judg- 
ment, and  in  case  of  affirmance 
he  may  appeal  to  this  court,  which 
appeal  will  present  for  review  all 
the  questions  of  law  invplved  in 
the  whole  case.  (Raynor  agt. 
Baynor,  94  N.  F..  248.) 

120.  It  seems,  also,  that  where  the 
general  term,  on  appeal  from 
either  the  interlocutory  or  the  final 
judgment,  grants  a  new  trial,  an 
appeal  may  be  taken  to  this  coui't 
(Sees,  190, 191).    (Id) 

121.  It  seems,  that  a  party  aggrieved 
by  an  interlocutory  judgment  may 
also,  after  entry  of  the  judgment, 
move  for  a  new  trial  (sec.  1001)  on 
one  or  more  exceptions  contained 
in  a  case  settled  as  prescribed 
(sec  997),  and  from  the  order 
granting  or  refusing  the  motion 
an  appeal  may  be  taken  to  this 
court  (See,  190).    (Id.) 
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122.  An  appellant  is  simply  bound  to 
present  liis  case  to  tlie  general 
term  upon  the  case  as  settled,  and 
to  this  court  upon  the  same  record ; 
he  is  not  bound  to  print  matter 
proposed  by  the  respondent  as  an 
amendment  to  the  case,  but  dis- 
allowed by  the  trial  judge.  {Kil- 
mer agt.  iV.  r.  a  and  H,  R.  R  R 
Co.,  UN.  r.,495.) 

123.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  Code 
of  (/ivil  Procedure  (sec.  756  et  seq.), 
where,  after  issue  has  been  joined 
in  an  equity  action,  the  plaintiff 
transfers  his  interest,  the  trans- 
feree may  move  to  be  substituted 
as  plaintiff  ;  and  where,  upon 
such  motion,  made  with  due  no- 
tice to  the  defendant,  an  order  of 
substitution  is  granted  without 
directing  supplemental  pleadings, 
or  an  amendment  of  the  com- 
plaint, aside  from  such  substitu- 
tion, the  question  as  to  title  in  the 
substituted  plaintiff  is  determined 
by  the  order,  and  may  not  be 
raised  upon  the  trial ;  and  this, 
although  defendant  made  default 
upon  the  motion.  (Smith  agt. 
Zalinski,  94  iV.  Z,  519.) 

124.  A  motion  for  arrest  of  judgment 
in  a  criminal  action  could  not,  be- 
fore the  adoption  of  the  Code  of 
Criminal  Procedure,  and  cannot 
now,  be  made,  save  for  some  de- 
fect that  appears  upon  the  record  ; 
it  may  not  be  based  upon  proof  by 
affidavit  of  facts  outside,  and  con- 
stituting no  part  of  the  record 
(Code  Of  Criminiil  Procedure,  see. 
4fi7).  (PeopU  agt.  KeUy,  94  N.  T., 
526.) 

125.  As  the  act  of  1879  (chap.  542, 
Laws  of  \%1^)),  amending  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure (see.  549)  in  reference  to 
arrest,  by  authorizing  an  arrest  in 
an  action  on  contract  where  fraud 
is  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and 
declarmg  that  where  such  an  alle- 
gation is  made,  plaintiff  cannot 
recover  without  proving  fraud,  by 
its  terms  (sec.  2),  does  not  apply  to 


actions  theretofore  commenced,  it 
is  not  essential  in  such  an  action 
where  the  defendant  has  been 
arrested  on  affidavits  charging 
fraud,  to  amend  the  complaint  by 
inserting  therein  allegations  of 
fraud,  nor  is  it  necessary  to  prove 
the  fraud  on  the  trial.  (Humphrey 
agt.  Hayes,  94  N.  T.,  594.) 

126.  The  decree  upon  the  accounting 
of  an  executor  directed  the  exec- 
utor to  pay  to  the  auditor  and 
referee,  appointed  to  take  and  state 
the  account,  the  sum  of  $1,000. 
It  did  not  appear  how  many  days 
were  occupied  by  the  referee,  or 
whether  any  rate  of  compensation 
was  stipulated  for:  Held,  that  the 
question  as  to  the  propriety  of  the 
allowance  was  not  presented  on 
appeal.  (Haneox  agt.  Meeker,  95 
Jf,  r..  528.) 

127.  It  seems,  that  to  present  the  ques- 
tion, the  contestant  should  have 
raised  it  by  motion  before  the 
judge  taking  the  accounting  upon 
papers,  showing  that  the  allow- 
ance was  excessive  and  unlawful. 
(Id.) 

128.  An  application  for  an  order  dis- 
pensing with  or  limiting  the  secu- 
rity required  lo  stay  execution  on 
appeal  to  this  court,  may  not  be 
made  here,  but  should  be  made  to 
the  court* -in  or  from  which  the 
appeal  is  taken  "  (Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, see.  1312).  HtUs  9^i.  Peeks- 
kiU  Savings  Bank,  95  If,  Y., 
675.) 

129.  It  seems,  that  the  only  cases  where 
the  application  may  be  made  to  the 
court  to  which  the  appeal  is  taken 
(except  where  the  appeal  is  in  the 
same  court  which  rendered  the 
judgment  or  made  the  order  ap- 
pealed from)  are  those  where  the 
appeal  is  to  the  supreme  court 
from  an  inferior  court  or  to  a  gen- 
eral term  of  the  supreme  court,  or 
of  a  superior  city  court  in  a  special 
proceeding.    (Id.) 
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PREFERENCE  ON  CALENDAR. 

1.  When  an  action  is  brought  upon 
a  judgment  rendered  in  a  chigicery 
court  in  the  state  of  Tennessee  in 
an  action  on  a  policy  of  fire  insur- 
ance on  motion  for  a  preference  on 
the  calendar: 

Ileld^  that  the  action  bein^ 
against  a  corporation,  and  founded 
upon  a  judgment,  which  is  an  evi- 
dence of  debt  for  the  absolute  pay- 
ment of  money,  the  right  to  a  pref- 
erence appears  upon  the  face. of 
the  pleadings,  and  is  absolute 
without  any  qualification  or  con- 
dition of  any  kind.    It  is  a  right 

*  given  by  statute,  which  no  court 
can  by  rules  or  otherwise  limit  or 
abridge.  {McArthur?^.  Commer' 
cial  Fire  Insurance  Company ^  ante, 
510.) 


PUBLIC   SCHOOL   TEACHERS. 

Bee  New  York  (City  op.) 
Matter  of  Oleeee,  ante,  872. 


RAILROADS. 

1.  When  the  Tonawanda  railroad, 
extending  from  Rochester  to  At- 
tica, was  organized,  it  obtained  a 
charter  extending  over  a  period  of 
fifty  years.  Under  this  charter 
and  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  it  con- 
demned'and  toolc  a  strip  of  land 
running  through  the  plaintiff's 
farm.  Subsequently  the  road  was 
consolidated  with  several  others, 
and  became  the  New  York  Central 
and  Hudson  River  road,  and  has 
ever  since  continued  to  use  this 
strip  as  a  part  of  its  roadway.  The 
charter  of  the  New  York  Central 
and  Hudson  River  Railroad  Com- 
pany was  granted  for  half  a  cen- 
tury. The  original  charter  of  the 
Tonawanda  railroad  has  expired 
and  plaintiff  bring^s  suit  to  eject 
the  railroad  company  and  recover 
possession  of  the  land,  claiming 
that  with  the  expiration  of  the 


charter  the  land  no  longer  belonged 
to  the  railroad  company: 

Held,  tnat  the  public  use  for 
which  the  lands  were  originally 
taken  is  still  continued,  and  such 
use  was  not  limited  in  time.  Al- 
though the  corporation  was  at  first 
created  only  for  the  term  of  fifty 
years,  yet  the  legislature  reserved 
to  itself  the  right  at  any  time  to 
alter,  modify  or  repeal  the  act. 

Held,   further,   that  whilst  the 

{)laintiff  is  the  owner  in  fee  of  the 
ands  in  question,  it  is  subject  to  a 
public  use  by  the  defendant  for 
railroad  purposes,  and  Ihat  the 
time  that  the  use  shall  continue  is 
within  the  discretion  of  the  legis- 
lature, and  that  as  the  legislature 
has  seen  fit  to  authorize  its  consol- 
idation with  other  corporations 
and  to  extend  its  corporate  term 
for  the  period  of  five  hundred 
years,  such  use  has  not  as  yet 
ceased  and  determined,  and  con- 
sequently the  plaintiff  cannot  re 
cover.  {Terry  agt.  New  York 
Central^  and  iludson  River  Hail- 
road  Company,  ante,  439.) 

See  Taxes  aitd  Assessments. 

People  on  the  Relation  of  the  Wal- 
Ml  Valley  R.  R,  Co.  agt.  Keator 
etal.,  ante,  277. 


RECEIVER. 

1.  In  an  action  brought  by  plaintiff 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  executed 
by  the  railway  company  to  secure 
the  issue  of  certain  bonds,  said 
railway  extended  in  part  through 
the  county  of  Orange,  which 
county  was  accordingly  .desig- 
nated as  the  place  of  trial  in  the 
action,  and  a  motion  was  made  at 
a  special  term,  held  in  that 
county,  for  the  appointment  of 
receivers  of  the  property  of  the 
railway  company,  and  such  re- 
ceivers were  appointed.  On  mo- 
tion made  in  the  first  judicial  dis- 
trict by  C.  and  8.,  owners  of 
bonds  issued  by  the  railway  com- 
pany to  vacate  the  order  appoint- 
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ing  said  receivers  and  for  the 
appointment  of  others: 

Beld,  first,  tliat  the  application 
for  the  appointment  of  receivers 
of  this  corporation  is  included 
within  section  1  of  chapter  878  of 
Laws  of  1883,  and  should  have 
been  made  in  the  county  of  New 
York  where  the  principal  business 
offlce  of  the  corporation  was  lo- 
cated at  the  commencement  of 
the  action,  or  in  an  adjoining 
county,  and  the  order  made  in 
Orange  county  was  without  juris- 
diction and  void. 

Second,  That  the  present  appli- 
cation is  properly  made  by  and 
on  l)chalf  of  two  of  the  persons 
holding  and  owning  bonds  of  the 
railway  company  secured  by  the 
mortgage. 

Third.  That  the  application 
now  made  for  the  appointment 
of  one  or  more  receivers  of  the 
railway  company  is  re^larly 
made  in  the  first  judicial  district, 
and  the  order  in  form  providing 
for  that  appointment,  made  in 
Orange  county,  presents  no  le^al 
obstacle  in  the  way  of  the  exercise 
of  this  authority. 

FourUi.  As  the  order  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  receivers  was  maae 
without  authority  in  the  court  to 
which  the  application  for  it  was 
directed,  ana  as  it  resulted  from 
the  application  of  the  plaintiff 
itself,  and  it  still  asserts  and  main- 
tains the  regularity  of  the  pro- 
ceeding, a  case  seems  to  be  made 
out  by  the  facts  authorizing  the 
owners  and  holders  of  the  bonds 
secured  by  the  mortgage  and  af- 
fected by  the  order,  to  apply  to 
the  court  for  such  redress  and 
protection  as  the  circumstances 
and  the  law  applicable  to  them 
require  in  the  case.  ( United  States 
Trust  Co.  of  New  York  agt.  N,  T., 
W.  S.  and  B,  11  Co.,  ante,  390.) 

2.  This  court  will  not  order  a  judg- 
ment debtor  to  deliver  to  a  re- 
ceiver, appointed  in  supplement- 
ary proceedings,  the  possession  of 
real  estate  of  such  debtor  upon 
which  the   judgment  was  a  lien 


and  which  could  have  been  sold 
under  an  execution  before  the  re- 
ceiver was  appointed.  The  judg- 
ment creditor  must  first  exhaust 
his  remedy  under  execution.  (^4/- 
hany  CUy  Bank  agt.  Oayrufr,  ante, 
421.) 

See  Stock  Exchanob. 

Landheim  et  ai,  agt.  WhiU  el  al, 
ante,  467.) 


REFEREE. 

1.  A  referee,  under  section  1019  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  will 
not  have  done  his  duty  unless  he 
delivers  his  report  to  the  clerk  to 
be  filed  in  case  it  is  not  taken  up 
by  one  of  the  attorneys  within 
sixty  days.  (Litile  agt.  Lynch, 
ante,  1.) 

2.  Notification  to  the  plaintiff*s  or 
defendant's  attorney's  by  the  ref- 
eree that  his  report  is  ready  and 
at  their  disposal,  on  payment  of 
his  fees  (naming  the  amount),  is 
not  to  be  deemed  a  suflicient  de- 
livery to  prevent  the  forfeiture  of 
his  fees  or  the  termination  of  the 
reference  under  this  section  of 
the  Code.    {Id,) 

3.  See  ThiymUm  agt.  Thornton,  6« 
How.,  119,  where  the  same  cases 
are  cited  and  a  different  conclu- 
sion reached  by  Haioht,  J.    (Id.) 

4.  A  referee  appointed  to  pass  the 
assignee's  accounts,  and  to  hear 
and  determine  the  issues  raised  by 
objections  to  certain  claims  has 
the  power  to  extend  the  time  in 
which  other  claims  may  be  filed, 
so  as  to  entitle  them  to  a  distribu- 
tive share  in  the  assets.  {Matter 
of  the  Ot^ection  filed  by  Woodward 
and  WorthingUm,  ante,  859.) 


REFERENCE. 

1.  Where  a  judgment  entered  upon 
the  report  of  a  referee  is  reversed 
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by  the  general  term,  upon  ques- 
tions of  lact,  in  reviewing  its  de- 
cision here  the  decision  of  the 
referee  will  be  upheld,  unless  it 
appears  to  be  manifestly  against 
or  contrary  to  evidence.  If  it 
appear,  upon  examination  of  the 
whole  evidence  presented  bv  the 
record,  that  it  has  force  sufifcient 
to  uphold  the  findings  of  the 
referee,  or  if  the  evidence  is  so 
balanced,  it  can  be  seen  that  infer- 
ences drawn  from  the  appearance 
and  manner  of  testifying  of  the 
witnesses  might  turn  the  scale,  it 
may  be  assumed  that  there  were 
circumstances  of  the  kind  proper 
for  the  consideration  of  the 
referee,  and  that  the^  affected  his 
determination,  and  m  such  case 
his  conclusions  will  be  sustained. 
{Shenoood  agt.  Hauser.  94  N,  T., 


REFEREES'  PEES. 

1.  Referees  to  sell  in  foreclosure  are 
entitled  to  nothing  more  than  the 
fees  that  are  prescribed  by  the  act 
of  1869  {a-nd  1874),  and  cannot 
make  a  valid  contract  for  the  pay- 
ment of  more  than  the  statutory 
fees.  (Bi'ody  agt.  Kingdand,  ante, 
168.) 


REPEAL  OP  STATUTE. 

1.  Repeals  of  statutes  bv  implication 
are  not  to  be  favored,  but  on  the 
contrary  courts  are  bound  to  up- 
hold the  former  statute,  if  the  two 
acts  can  stand  together,  unless  it 
is  expressly  repealed,  or  the  intent 
to  repeal  is  very  manifest.  (N.  7"., 
Lake  Erie  and  Western  R  Co.  agt. 
Superviiars  of  Delaware  Co,,  ante, 
5.) 

2.  To  work  a  repeal  by  implication, 
the  intent  of  the  legislature  must 
be  veiy  apparent,  or  the  two  laws 
must  be  so  incongruous  and  re- 
pugnant that  effect  cannot  be 
given  to  both,    (/d.) 


8.  A  special  law  providing  for  a  case 
or  class  of  cases,  is  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  partially  repealed  or 
amended  by  a  general  statute,  un- 
less the  intention  of  the  legislature 
to  alter  that  particular  law  is  very 
obvious.    (7a.) 

4.  When  it  is  manifest  that  the  legis- 
lature intended  the  latter  statute^ 
as  a  substitute  for  the  former,  the 
latter  may  abrogate  the  former, 
although  not  entirely  repugnant 
to  it  •  (Id.) 

5.  Applying  these  rules  to  the  stat- 
ute of  1887,  providinff  for  the 
assessment  of  highway  labor  upoK 
moneyed  or  stock  corporations: 

Held,  that  the  statute  of  1866 
was  not  intended  to  repeal  that  of 
1887,  and  that  it  was  not  intended 
as  a  substitute  for  it,  or  any  part 
thereof  ;  but  that  it  was  intended 
to  apply  only  to  this  eenenil  law 
as  it  then  stood  in  the  Revised 
Statutes;  nor  was  there  any  such 
manifest  intent  on  the  part  of  the 
legislature  to  substitute  the  gen- 
eral provisions  of  the  statute  of 
1866  for  the  special  ones  of  the  act 
of  1887,  as  would  work  a  repeal 
of  the  latter  by  implication. 

Hdd,  further,  that  the  commis- 
sioners of  highways  of  a  town 
have  the  power  to  assess  a  money- 
ed or  stock  corporation  having 
property  therein  for  highway  labor 
to  be  performed  in  a  road  aistrict 
in  such  town  other  than  that  in 
which  such  property  is  situated, 
{Id.) 

RESIDENCE. 

See  DiYOBCB. 

De  MeU  agt.  De  MeU,  ante,  2G. 


ROBBERY. 

1.  Antecedent  consideration  is  not 
sufficient  to  enable  the  holder  of 
stolen  negotiable  bonds  to  hold 
them  against  the  loser  and  owner 
before  the  robbery.    {Northampton 
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National  Batik  agt  Kidder^  ante^ 
95.) 

2.  Possession  does  not  create  a  pre- 
sumption of  ownership  in  the  case 
of  negotiable  paper  shown  to  have 
been  stolen.  The  robbery  reverses 
the  usual  rule  as  to  the  presump- 
tion. The  holder  after  the  rob- 
bery has  the  burden  on  him  to 
prove  value  paid  and  parted  with 
contemporaneously,  good  faith, 
purchase  before  maturity,  &c. 
{WyUe  agt.  Bneyer,  62  Hotio,,  110, 
approved),    {Id.) 


SHERIFP. 

1.  An  injunction  order  of  the  United 
States  court  staying  the  sheriff's 
proceedings  operates  to  extend  the 
time  in  which  he  is  bound  to  make 
return  of  the  execution  by  as  many 
days  as  he  was  under  stay.  {An90- 
nia  Brass  and  Capper  Company  agt. 
Conner  J  ante,  157.) 

People  ex  rd,  TuUy  agt.  Davidson, 
ante,  416. 

2.  This  action  was  brought  upon  a 
bond  given  to  the  sheriff  of  New 
York,  to  indemnify  him  against 
all  liability  and  damages  that 
might  arise  or  happen  by  reason 
of  his  levying  upon,  attaching 
and  selling  certain  personal  prop- 
erty, supposed  to  belpng  to  one 
Brodie,  under  and  by  virtue  of  an 
execution  issued  upon  a  judgment 
recovered  against  that  person: 
Held,  that  the  sheriff  had  a  right 
to  demand  and  receive  such  a  bond, 
and  that  it  was  not  void  as  taken 
colore  officii.  (O^Donohue  agt  8ifn- 
mons,  81  Hun,  267.) 

8.  The  property  levied  upon  was 
of  the  value  of  from  $12,000  to 
$14,000,  and  a  judgment  for 
$16,922.85  for  its  wrongful  seizure 
was  subsequently  recovered 
against  the  sheriff.  Only  $2,054.05 
was   made   upon    the  execution 


over  the  expenses  of  the  sale. 
The  court  was  requested  to  sub- 
mit to  the  jury  the  questiou 
"whether  or  not  the  judgment 
against  O'Brien  (the  sheriff)  was 
not  recovered  in  part  for  his  un- 
lawful oppression  and  illegal  acts 
committed  by  him,  not  covered 
by  the  execution  or  the  bond  of 
indemnity:"  Held,  that  the  court 
erred  in  refusing  so  to  charge,  as 
the  sureties  were  only  bound  to 
pay  or  indemnify  the  sheriff,  so 
far  as  his  liability  arose,  out  of 
what  was  done  in  the  way  of 
seizing  the  property  and  appro- 

Sriating  it  to  the  pavment  of  the 
ebt  mentioned  in  the  execution, 
and  not  for  what  was  occasioned 
by  the  wrongful  or  negligent  acts 
of  the  sheriff  or  his  officers.    (Id) 

4.  Attachment  —  the  fees  and  ex- 
penses of  the  sheriff  are  to  be  ad- 
justed by  the  judge  issuing  the 
warrant— they  cannot  be  ad- 
justed by  the  court  —  on  an  appli- 
cation for  their  adjustment  no 
direction  can  be  given  as  to  the 
person  by  whom  they  should  be 
paid  —  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
sections  8807,  subdivision  2,  8287. 
(See  HaU  agt  U.  S.  Beflecior  Co., 
81  Hun,  609.) 

5.  Action  to  foreclose  a  lien  upon 
a  chattel  —  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, sections  1787,  1741  —  a 
warrant  to  the  sheriff  to  seize  and 
hold  the  chattel  does  not  protect 
him  in  taking  it  from  the  posses- 
sion of  one  who  is  not  a  party  to 
the  action,  and  claims  to  be  the 
owner  thereof.  {See  Carpenter 
agt  LoU,  81  Hun,  849.) 


SHERIFF'S  FEES. 

1.  Where  a  sheriff  levies  upon  prop- 
erty on  execution  and  the  execu- 
tion is  afterwards  stayed,  appeal 
taken  and  judgment  affirmed,  and 
defendant  pays  the  amount  thereof 
directly  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney: 
Held,  that  such  payment  was  a 
settlement  within  the  meaning  of 
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section  8307,  subdivision  7,  of  tlie 
(  ode  of  Civil  Procedure,  and  that 
the  sheriff  was  entitled  to  pound- 
age and  an  allowance.  {Mathews 
agt  Jfat9(m,  arite,  116.) 

2.  On  a  sale  of  goods  by  the  sheriff  on 
execution  which  realized  $3,488.89, 
the  sheriff's  bill  amounted  to 
$1,151.45.  The  plaintiff  demanded 
a  taxation  of  the  bill,  and  an  order 
was  made  by  the  court  on  such 
taxation  allowinc  to  the  sheriff 
the  whole  amount  charged : 

Eeld,  that  the  plaintiff  had  a 
right  to  demand  the  taxation;  that 
the  court  had  authority  to  make 
it,  and  that  inasmuch  as  a  lar^e 
number  of  the  items  of  the  bill 
should  have  been  rejected,  the  or- 
der should  be  reversed  and  the 
proceedings  remanded  to  the  spe- 
cial term  with  a  direction  to  pro- 
ceed and  tax  the  bill  in  conformity 
to  the  authorities  cited.  {Mdllary 
agt  B&ichert,  ante,  428.) 


SLEEPING   CAR  COMPANIES. 

1.  While  sleeping  car  companies 
owe  greater  duties  to  their  cus- 
tomers than  ordinary  railroad  car- 
riers of  passengers,  still  they  can 
only  be  held  liable  for  property 
lost  while  under  the  control  of 
the  passenger,  upon  proof  of  some 
fault  or  negligence  upon  their 
part,  and  the  mere  fact  of  such 
loss,  unaccompanied  by  any  other 
proof,  raises  no  presumption  of 
negligence.  {IVacy  agt.  Pullman 
JPcSaee  Car  Company,  ante,  154.) 


STOCK  EXCHANGE. 

1.  A  seat  or  membership  in  the  New 
York  Stock  Exchange  is  valuable 
property  and  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  debts.  {Londheim  et  al. 
agt.  WhUe  et  al.,  ante,  467.) 

2.  Although  a  receiver  cannot,  under 
the  rules  of  the  Stock  Exchange, 
take  an  assignment  of  such 'seat 


or  membership,  the  court  ash 
power  to  direct  an  assignment  to 
a  person  other  than  the  receiver, 
qualified  under  such  rules  to  hold 
it.  AU  the  rights  and  interests  of 
the  Slock  Exchange  in  such  seat 
or  membership  are  fixed  and  de- 
termined and  cannot  be  divested 
and  infringed  by  any  order  of  the 
court,  therefore  the  Stock  Ex- 
change is  not  a  necessary  party  to 
a  proceeding  to  compel  a  transfer. 
{Id.) 

8.  In  every  proceeding  before  a 
club,  society  or  association,  hav- 
ing for  its  object  the  expulsion  of 
a  member,  the  member  is  entitled 
to  be  fully  and  fairly  informed. of 
the  charge  and  to  be  fully  and 
fairly  heard.  The  plaintiff,  a 
member  of  the  New  York  Stock 
Exchange,  an  incorporated  volun- 
tary association,  having  been 
charged  by  a  special  committee 
of  investigation,  after  taking  vol- 
uminous testimony,  with  being 
guilty  of  improper  practices,  the 
governing  committee  of  the  ex- 
change, who  are  empowered  by 
its  constitution  to  expel  members 
adjudged  to  have  been  guilty  of 
obvious  fraud,  preferred  charges 
against  him  based  upon  the  testi- 
mony thus  taken.  He  was  per- 
mitted to  make  statements  and 
explanations  before  the  investiga- 
ting committee,  and  to  cross- 
examine  the  witnesses  produced. 
Then  he  appeared  before  the  gov- 
erning committee  and  read  his  de- 
fense at  great  length.  At  a  sub- 
sequent meeting  on  June  sixth,  in 
his  absence,  two  accusing  wit- 
nesses were  examined  by  the 
governing  committee,  who  then 
nej^tivcd  a  proposition  that  these 
witnesses  be  brought  again  before 
them  to  bo  cross-examined  by  the 
accused  member: 

Held,  fint,  that  though  the  gov- 
erning committee  is  not  bound  on 
the  trial  of  a  member  for  miscon- 
duct by  the  ordinary  rules  which 
obtain  in  judicial  proceedings, 
yet  the  court  should  interfere  for 
the  purpose  of  holding  the  asso- 
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elation  to  a  fair  and  honest  ad- 
ministration of  its  rules. 

Second,  The  action  of  the  ^v- 
eming  committee  on  June  sixth. 
was  not  just  or  fair  to  the  accused 
member  in  either  a  le^al  or  equit- 
able sense,  and  defendants  should 
be  restrained  pending  the  action 
from  asserting  against  plaintiff 
the  resolution  of  expulsion  passed 
upon  him.  {Hutchinton  agt  Law- 
twice,  ante,  88.) 


STREETS. 

1.  The  legislature  has  no  power,  so 
far  as  the  rights  of  abutting 
owners  are  involved,  to  authorize 
the  use  of  the  streets  of  t^e  city 
of  New  York  for  the  erection  of 
poles  to  conduct  telegraph  and 
telephone  wires,  the  legislative 
authority  over  the  streets  being 
limited  to  a  regulation  of  use  for 
which  the  streets  are  held  by  the 
cit^  in  trust,  which  is  to  appro- 
priate and  keep  them  open  as  pub- 
lic streets;  and  such  erection  of 
telegraph  poles  is  not  a  street  use, 
and  does  not  come  within  the 
terms  of  the  trust.  A  telegraph 
company  cannot  therefore  in- 
voke the  equitable  power  of  the 
court  to  restrain  interference  by 
abuttUig^^^ners  with  its  poles  in 
city  streets;  even  thoueh  its  lines 
have  been  erected  under  legisla- 
tive sanction.  {The  Metropolitan 
Telephone,  ifte.  Go.  agt  Tfis  Cohoell 
Lead  Go.,  ante,  865.) 

3.  Any  unauthorized  continuous 
obstniction  of  a  public  street  is 
a  public  nuisance  for  the  reason 
that  the  public  are  entitled  to  an 
unobstructed  passage  upon  the 
streets  and  sidewalks  of  the  city. 
(Galanan  agt   Oilman,  ante  404.) 

8.  The  placiAg  of  skids  across  the 
sidewalk  in  front  of  a  party's 
premises  is  a  great  inconvenience 
to  the  public  and  may  be  restrained 
at  the  suit  of  an  individual  who 
has  sustained  a  private  injury 
thereby.    (Id,) 


SUPPLEMENTARY    PROCEED- 
INGS. 

1.  The  examination  of  debtors  in 
supplementary  proceedings,  who 
had  made  an  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors  should  not  be 
restricted  to  property  acquired  by 
them  since  the  assignment,  but 
may  cover  an  inquiry  **  concern- 
ing their  property,"  whether 
equitable  or  legal,  including 
their  property  transferred  to  an- 
other with  the  apparent  intent 
to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  their 
creditors.  {Seuigman  et  al,  agt. 
WaUach  et  at,,  ante,  514.) 

See  Rbceiter. 

Albany  Gi^  National  Bank  agt. 
GaynoTy  anie^  421. 

See  Stock  Exchange. 

LondheimeiaL  agt  White  eld,, 
ante,  467.) 


SUPREME  COURT  CRIER'S 
SALARY. 

1.  By  chapter  2ft6  of  Laws  of  1865, 
the  justices  of  the  supreme  court 
for  the  first  judicial  department 
were  authorized  to  appoint  a  crier 
of  said  court  in  the  city  and  county 
of  New  York,  and  his  compensa- 
tion was  to  be  fixed  by  the  board 
of  supervisors: 

Held,  that  where,  in  pursuance 
of  such  authority,  a  crier  was  so 
appointed  and  his  salary  so  fixed, 
the  board  of  estimate  and  appor- 
tionment had  no  right,  under  the 
consolidation  act  (Law*  of  1883, 
chap,  410),  to  reduce  such  salary 
during  the  term  for  which  he 
was  appointed.  {Bickette  agt.  Tlie 
Mayor y  c0e.,  of  New  York,  ante, 
820.) 

2.  The  consolidation  act  should  be 
limited  to  future  appointments 
made  under  its  provisions  without 
disturbing  any  rights  which  had 
vested  prior  to  its  enactment.  (Id.) 
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SURETY. 

l!  A  surety  on  an  undertaking  on 
which  an  order  of  arrest  was 
granted,  who  swears  falsely  as  to 
bis  pecuniary  responsibility,  is 
guilty  of  perjury,  which  is  a  con- 
tempt of  court,  and  the  court  is 
empowered  to  punish  that  offense 
by  imposing  a  fine  sufficient  to 
indemnify  the  defendant  for  the 
loss  and  injury  he  has  sustained 
through  the  surety's  misconduct, 
and  by  imprisoning  him  for  six 
months,  and  until  the  fine  is  paid. 
(StepheMon  agt  Bdn^aUt  ante,  809.) 

U 
SURROGATES. 

1.  Surrogates  haye  power  to  compel 
a  purchaser  of  real  estate  to  take 
or  to  discharge  a  purchaser  from 
taking.  {Matt&r  of  Lynch,  ante, 
436.) 

2.  The  surrogate  has  power,  under 
section  2481,  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, to  open,  yacate  or  set  aside 
decrees  in  final  accountings  of 
executors.  (Matter  of  lUlden,  ante, 
447.) 

8.  The  general  term  of  the  supreme 
court  has  the  same  power,  and  the 
surrogate's  determination  must  be 
reviewed  as  if  the  application  were 
original    (Id.) 

4.  "Wiant  of  time  in  the  service  be- 
yond the  seas  of  a  citation  out  of 
the  surrogate's  court  makes  such 
service  irregular.    (Id.) 

5.  The  surrogate  had,  previous  to 
1874,  an  inherent  authority  to  ap- 
point guardians  cut  litem  to  look 
after  the  interest  of  next  of  kin, 
who  are  minors,  upon  final  ac- 
countings by  executors,  and  it  is 
the  duty  of  such  guardian  ad  litem 
or  special  guardian  to  make  spe- 
cial investigation  into  the  accounts 
of  such  executors  for  the  proper 
protection  of  the  minor's  interests. 
(Td.) 

Vol.  LXVn        77 


6.  A  clause  in  the  testator's  will, 
**  with  liberty  to  pay  over  the  rents, 
&c.,  of  the  infant  s  one-fourUi  of 
the  estate  to  the  widow,  the  general 
guardian,"  cannot  be  construed  so 
as  to  allow  executors  to  make  pay- 
ment of  said  rents,  &c.,  to  the  in- 
fants direct,  and  then  to  take  the 
widow's  receipt  as  authority  for 
these  payments.    (Id.) 

7.  An  agreement  between  testator's 
heirs  regulating  the  rights  of  each 
and  releasing  several  from  claims 
for  over  advances  by  executors  to 
such  heirs,  does  not  relieve  an 
executor  from  liability  for  the 
management  of  the  testator's  per- 
sonal estate.    (Id.) 


TAXES  AND  ASSESSMENTS. 

1.  The  individual  property  of  an 
executor  or  administrator  may  be 
taken,  f  or'a  tax  imposed  upon  him 
in  his  representative  character 
when  no  property  of  the  testator 
can  be  found.  And  when  no  goods 
or  chattels  are  found  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  person  so  taxed 
upon  which  saia  tax  might  be 
levied  by  distress  and  sold  accord- 
ing to  law,  the  payment  of  the  tax 
may  be  enforced  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 857  of  the  New  York  consoli- 
dation act  (Xato«  (?/ 1882).  (Matter 
pfMoMahon,  ante,  118.) 

2.  That  the  estate  had  been  settled 
by  a  decree  of  the  surrogate  before 
these  proceedings  were  instituted 
is  no  answer  to  the  proceedings. 
The  tax  was  imposed  before  such 
settlement  took  place,  and  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  administrators  be- 
fore making  a  distribution  under 
the  decree  to  ascertain  what  the 
liabilities  of  the  estate  were, 
whether  for  taxes  or  otherwise. 
(Id.) 

8.  Where  there  is  no  error  in  making 
the  assessment  upon  the  adminis- 
trators, it  is  no  answer  that  they 
did  not  know  of  the  imposition  of 
the  tax.    (Id.) 
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4.  It  is  too  late  to  question  the  quan- 
tum of  a  tax  after  proceedings 
have  been  commenced  under  sec- 
tion'857  of  consolidation  act  {Id.) 

5.  Where  the  administrators  had  an 
estate  in  their  possession  which 
was  subject  to  taxation  here,  their 
failure  to  ascertain  whether  it  had 
been  so  taxed  previous  to  the  dis- 
tribution of  such  estate  does  not 
present  a  case  for  either  legal  or 
equitable  interference.    {Id.) 

6.  Allegations  that  certain  charitable 
institutions  which  were  bcnefl- 
ciaides  under  the  will  made  fre- 
quent demands  upon  the  execu- 
tors for  the  payment  of  their 
bequests  shortly  after  the  admis- 
sion of  the  will  to  probate  in  1881, 
and  that  such  requests  were  based 
upon  the  urgent  need  of  the  funds, 
and 'that  such  requests  being  com- 
plied with,  the  executors  when 
notified  of  the  imposition  of  the 
tax  for  the  collection  of  which 
these  proceedings  are  brought,  had 
no  moneys  in  their  hands  applica- 
^e  to  the  payment  of  such  taxes, 
is  no  excuse  for  the  non-payment. 
{Matter  of  McMoAon,  ante,  152.) 

7.  It  was  the  duty  cf  the  executoivs, 
before  appropriating  any  portion 
of  the  estate  to  charitable  pur- 
poses, to  see  that  the  debts  of  the 
estate  both  to  individuals  and  to 
the  state  were  provided  for,  and  if 
they  have  omitted  to  do  so  the 
court  is  without  power  to  afford 
them  relief.    {Id.) 

8.  In  a  proceedi ng  to  test  the  validity 
of  an  assessment  levied  upon  a  sav- 
ings bank,  it  appeared  by  the  oath 
of  its  treasurer  that  on  July  1, 
1883,  its  surplus  was  $48,252.04, 
and  that  the  whole  of  its  surplus 
was  invested  in  government  bonds. 
It  had  the  sum  of  $97,750  invested 
in  such  bonds.  On  July  1,  1888, 
'the  bank  had  on  deposit  in  the 
First  National  Bank  of  Ithaca  the 
sum  of  $46,078.10.  The  money 
so  deposited  was  shown  to  have 
formed  a  part  of  the  assets  of  the 


bank,  but  no  part  of  its  surplus. 
It  was  also  shown  that  the  bank 
had  no  other  personal  property 
liable  to  taxation.  No  United 
States  bonds  were  purchased  by 
the  bank  from  January  1, 1888,  to 
July  first  of  that  year.  Durin? 
that  time  the  bank's  surplus  had 
increased  about  $1,750,  and  during 
all  this  time  the  bank  had  United 
States  bonds  to  an  amount  largely 
in  excess  of  its  surplus: 

Hdd^fint,  that  as  the  statute  un- 
der which  the  bank  was  incorpo- 
rated did  not  authorize  it  to  hold 
property  consisting  of  money, 
goods  or^ther  property  to  be  em- 
ployed 19  it  in  conducting  the 
business  of  the  corporation,  and 
which  could  not  be  withdrawn  or 
divided  among  its  members,  it 
cannot  be  held  that  the  bank  had 
any  capital,  or  that  the  money  it 
had  in  the  First  National  Bank 
uninvested  was  taxable  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 
{The  People  ex  rel.  Ithaca  Savings 
Bank  agt.  Been  et  at.,  ante,  219.) 

Ov  Prior  to  the  statute  of  1857  {LaiM 
of  1857,c/iap.  4">8,  %ec.  4)  the  money 
deposited  in  savings  banks  was 
taxable  as  the  personal  property 
of  the  depositors,  but  since  that 
statute  a  mmnga  bank  cannot  be 
taxed  on  such  deposits.    {Id.) 

10.  When  a  repealing  statute  is  it- 
self repealed,  the  first  statute  is 
revived.  When  the  legislature  in 
1882  repealed  the  statute  of  1875, 
which  repealed  the  act  of  1867,  the 
statute  of  1867  was  revived  and 
came  into  full  operation  again. 
{Id.) 

11.  Under  the  statute  of  1867,  if  the 
surpiua  of  the  savings  bank  was 
not  invested  in  United  States  secu- 
rities, the  assessors  had  authority 
to  assess  the  bank  for  its  privileges 
and  franchises  as  personal  prop- 
erty, to  the  extent  of  its  surplus 
not  so  invested.  But  this  bank 
had  the  whole  of  such  surplus 
invested  in  such  securities,  and 
therefore  had  nothing  which  was 
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liable  to  taxation  under  the  statute. 
{Id.) 

12.  Before  it  can  be  held  that  there 
is  a  surplus  in  the  hands  of  a 
savings  bank,  which  is  liable  to 
asses^lnent  and  taxation  under  the 
statute  of  1867,  there  must  be  de- 
ducted from  the  total  assets  of  such 
bank,  first,  the  amount  of  all  the 
just  debts  owin^  by  it,  and  second, 
the  amount  Of  its  assets  which  are 
actually  invested  in  United  States 
securities,  and  the  remainder,  after 
making  both  of  these  deductions, 
is  the  only  surplus  which  is  the 

-  subject  of  assessment  and  taxa- 
tion.   (Id,) 

18.  In  estimating  the  value  of  rail- 
road property  within  the  town, 
the  assessors  are  not  to  be  govern- 
ed solely  by  its  costs,  but  rather, 
though  not  exclusively,  by  its  pro 
ductiveness  for  railroad  purposes. 
(People  on  the  relation  ofthe  WalkiU 
Valley  R.  R,  Co.  agt  Kealor  et  al. , 
ante,  277.) 

14.  The  value  of  railroad  property 
must  almost  entirely  depend  upon 
its  capacity  to  earn  money  for  its 
owners.  It  should  be  valued  as  a 
part  of  a  whole,  a  continuous  way 
to  carry  passengers  and  freight 
from  one  commercial  business 
point  to  another,  and  the  profit  of 
its  use  for  that  pui-pose.    (Id.) 

15.  Upon  a  trial  upon  an  issue  raised 
upon  certiorari,  to  review  an  as- 
sessment on  railroad  property,  as 
excessive  as  compared  with  the 
valuation  of  other  property  in  this 
town,  where  it  was  made  to  appear 
that  while  the  property  in  the  town 
other  tlian  the  railroad  property 
had  not  been  assessed  or  valued  at 
a  greater  sum  than  forty  per  cent 
of  its  actual  value,  computed  as 
the  statute  requires  it  to  be  com- 

Suted,  while  such  railroad  property 
ad  been  valued  and  assessed  at 
its  full  actual  value : 

Held,  that  the  valuation  of  the 
railroad  property  qibould  be  re- 
duced sixty  per  cent    (Id,)- 


10.  On  eertiorart  to  review  an  assess- 
ment, costs  will  not  be  awarded 
against  the  assessors,  unless  it  is 
found  that  tbe  assessors  have  act- 
ed in  bad  faith  in  making  such 
assessment    (Id.) 

17.  Where  the  statutes  provided  that 
assessors  in  valuing  property  must 
assess  it "  at  its  full  and  true  value, 
as  they  would  appraise  the  same 
in  payment  of  a  just  debt  due  from 
a  solvent  debtor,"  and  upon  the 
completion  of  their  roll  they  are 
required  to  swear  that  they  have 
observed  that  rule  in  the  valuation 
of  all  real  estate.  (The  People  ex 
rel.  The  Albany  and  Oreenbush 
Bridge  Co,  agt  Weaver,  ante,  477.) 

18.  Where  a  party  seeks  by  certiorari 
to  reduce  an  asses.sment  upon  his 
property,  and  in  return  to  tbe  writ 
the  assessors  do  not  pretend  that 
they  have  obeyed  and  followed 
these  provisions  of  the  statutes, 
but  they  declare  that ' '  the  valua- 
tion made  by  them  of  the  property 
is  just  and  fair,  and  at  as  lair  a 
rate  and  just  proportion  as  that  of 
other  property  assessed  by  them, 
according  to  the  best  of  their 
knowledge  and  belief:" 

Held^  that,  as  they  have  not  cer- 
tified to  the  court  that  they  have 
followed  the  statute,  their  judg- 
ment should  have  no  infiuence 
upon  the  decision.    (2d.) 

19.  In  determining  the  value  of 
bridge  property  in  the  mode  which 
the  statute  directs,  the>  true  cri- 
terion of  such  value  must  be  its 
earning  capacity,  not  its  original 
cost.    (Id.) 

See  RsPEAL  of  Statute. 

iV.  F.,  Lake  Erie  and  Western 
R.  ijo.  agt  Supervisors  of  DeUi' 
ware  Co. ,  ante,  5. 


TELEGRAPH  POLES. 

1.  The  legislature  has  no  power  to 
permit,  by  the  erection  of  poles 
for  the  support  of  electric  wires  in 
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front  of  a  person's  premises,  the 
taking  of  such  person's  property 
by  impairing  the  use  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  light,  air  and  free 
access  to  his  premises,  which  forms 
part  of  his  easement  in  the  public 
street,  without  having  provided 
for  the  pH^inent  to  such  person 
of  due  compensation  therefor. 
(Tiffany  et  aL  agt.  United  States 
lUuminating  Company ,  ante,  78.) 

2.  Whether  the  erection  of  the  poles 
would  have  been  a  substantial 
impairment  of  the  use  of  such  ease- 
ment is  a  question  of  fact    (Id.) 


TRIAL. 

See  Practick. 

Eaberetich  agt.  Fiicher,  ante,  818. 


TRUSTS. 

1.  Where  a  wife  is  empowered  by 
a  deed  of  trust  executed  by  her- 
self and  husband  tg  apportion  by 
will  or  other  instrument,  in  writ- 
ing, certain  property  among  her 
childreh  and  their  descendants, 
she  cannot  limit  the  trust  estate 
to  an  estate  for  life  in  her  chil- 
dren with  remainder  to  their 
issue,  but  must  apportion  the  prop- 
erty itself  and  all  the  rights  in- 
cident to  ownership.  (Stuyf>eeant 
agt.  NeU,  ante,  16.) 


UNDERTAKING. 

X  Where  the  undertaking  describes 
a  judgment  by  giving  a  different 
date  from  the  date  of  its  entry,  it 
describes  a  Judgment  which  does 
not  exist,  and  the  respondent  need 
not  first  move  to  set  it  aside,  but 
*  he  can  disregard  it  and  issue  exe- 
cution as  if  no  undertaking  had 
been  given.  (Dinkel  agt.  Wehle^ 
ante,  86.) 

2.  Where  a  plaintiff,  desiring  to  ap- 
peal to  the  court  of  appeals,  pre- 
sents an  undertaking  executed  by 


a  corporation  claiming  authority 
under  chapter  486,  Laws  of  1881, 
to  guaranty  the  fulfillment  of  the 
conditions  of  undertakings  on  ap- 
peal, he  should  himself  execute 
the  undertaking.  (McOean  ag.i 
MacKeUer  et  al.,  ante,  273.) 

8.  Although  the  company  guarantee- 
ing the  fulfillment  of  the  condi- 
tions of  the  undertaking  may  be 
in  the  condition  described  in  sec- 
tion 8,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  judges 
in  each  particular  case  to  exercise 
his  discretion  ns  to  whether  tlie 
actual  state  of  the  company's 
business  justifies  the  approval  of 
the  undertaking.  Such  approval 
is  entirely  in  his  discretion.    (Id, ) 

4.  A  surety  on  an  undertaking  on 
which  an  order  of  arrest  was 
granted,  who  swears  falsely  as  to 
his  pecuniary  responsibility,  is 
guilty  of  perjury,  which  is  a  con- 
tempt of  court,  and  the  court  is 
empowered  to  punish  that  offense 
by  imposing  a  fine  sufficient  to  in- 
demnify the  defendant  for  the 
loss  and  injury  he  has  sustained 
through  the  surety's  misconduct, 
and  by  imprisoning  hira  for  six 
months,  and  until  the  fine  is  paid. 
(Stepfienson  agt  Hanson,  ante,  305.) 

6.  The  Fidelity  and  Casualty  Com- 
pany of  New  York,  under  the 
authority  of  chapter  486  of  the 
Laws  of  1881,  being  incorporated 
under  the  general  laws  of  the  stale, 
and  authorized  to  transact  busi- 
ness by  way  of  guaranteeing  the 
fidelity  of  persons  holding  posi- 
tions of  public  or  private  trust, 
have  authority  to  guarantee  bonds 
or  undertakings  on  appeal,  sub- 
ject to  judicial  approved.  (Hard 
agt  Hannibal  and  St.  Joseph  Bail- 
road  Company,  ante,  516.) 

6.  The  act  has  necessarily  so  far 
modified  the  provisions  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  reauiring 
two  sureties  in  such  an  undertak- 
ing, as  to  dispense  with  them  when 
a  guaranty  of  this  description  may 
be  given.     (Id.) 
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7.  It  is  error  for  the  court  to  refuse 
to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  examine 
the  officer  of  the  company  as  to 
its  liability  to  enter  into  and 
make  the  guaranty  before  approv- 
ing or  disapproving  of  the  under- 
taking.   (Id.) 

8.  An  application  for  an  order  dis- 
pensing with  or  limiting  the  secu- 
rity required  to  stay  execution  on 
appeal  to  this  court,  may  not  be 
made  here,  but  should  be  made  to 
the  court  "  in  or  from  which  the 
appeal  is  taken"  (Code  of  CivU 
Procedure,  jec.  1312).  (HaU  agt. 
Peekskia  Satvinge  Bank,  95  JH.  Jl, 
675.) 

USURY. 

1.  A  note  drawn,  dated,  signed,  de- 
livered, iqado  payable  and  first 
used  in  the  state  of  New  York, 
but  given  for  a  precedent  debt 
arising  in  and  owing  to  a  resident 
of  another  state,  is  to  be  governed 
by  the  usury  laws  of  New  York, 
and  not  those  of  the  other  state. 
(MerehanW  National  Bank  of  J^ 
Paul  agt.  Souihwick,  ante,  824.) 


VERIFICATION. 

1 .  Where  an  affidavit  of  the  assignor 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  to  the 
inventory,  after  stating  as  required 
by  the  statute  {subd.  5,  mc  8,  eJiap. 
406,  Law$  of  1877,  as  amended  by 
aec.  1,  chap.  818,  Lam  of  1878), 
that  the  same  was  '*  in  all  respects 
just  and  true,"  added  "  to  depo- 
nent's best  knowledge,  informa- 
tion and  belief:"  Held,  that  there 
was  a  substantial  compliance  with 
the  statute  ;  that  it  was  not  essen- 
tial that  the  matter  sworn  to 
should  be  wholly  within  the  actual 
knowledge  of  the  debtor ;  and 
that  the  added  words  did  not 
modify  or  detract  from  those  pre- 
ceding them.  (Pratt  agt.  Sletens, 
94  JV:  r.,887.) 

2.  The  verification  to  a  petition 
upon  which  a  citation  was  issued 


by  a  surrogate,  requiring  an  ex- 
ecutor to  show  cause  why  he 
should  not  file  an  inventory, 
render  and  settle  his  accounts  and 
pay  a  legacy,  stated  that  the  peti- 
tioner "knows  the  contents  there- 
of, and  that  the  same  are  true  : " 
Held^  that  this  was  equivalent  to 
sayinc^  that  they  are  true,  to  the 
knowledge  of  deponent ;  and  so, 
that  there  was  a  substantial  com- 
pliance with  the  provisions  of  the 
^  Code  of  Civil  procedure  (8ec9. 
2534.  526).  (In  re  Macaulay,  94 
N.  r.,574.) 

WAIVER 

1.  A  party  may  waive  a  statutory 
and  even  a  constitutional  provi- 
sion made  for  his  benefit,  and 
having  once  done  so,  he  cannot 
ask  for  its  protection.  And  so, 
too,  by  acquiescence,  or  failure  to 
present  objections;  he  may  waive 
the  question  of  jurisdiction,  aris- 
ing out  of  the  interpretation  or 
construction  of  a  statute.  (Matter 
of  the  Opening  of  Vie  Spuyten 
JhiytfU  Park-way,  ante,  841.) 

2.  A  testator  by  his  will  appointed 
A.  B.  and  C.  his  executors.  The 
will  contained  a  provision  in  sub- 
stance as  follows:  "It  is  my  re- 
quest that  A.  B.  and  C.  will  con- 
sent to  act  as  executors,  and  that 
each  of  them  other  than  A.  do  also 
take  and  receive  the  full  rate  of 
commissions  provided  by  law  for 
each  executor,  intending  thus  to 
provide  suitable  compensation  for 
their  services  in  and  attention  to 
the  duties  herein  devolved  upon 
them." 

Held,  that  A.  was  not  precluded 
by  the  language  above  quoted 
from  enforcing  a  claim  to  be 
awarded  the  statutory  commis- 
sions, even  though  the  statutory 
commissions  awardable  under  tho 
law  in  force  when  the  will  was 
executed  were  precisely  what  tho 
testator  provided  for  each  of  his 
executors  other  than  A.  (In  the 
eetateofJohnR,  MarsJuiU,  deceased, 
ante,  519.) 
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WILL. 

1.  The  proponents  of  a  paper  which 
is  claimed  to  be  this  aecedent's 
will  lately  finished  the  presenta- 
tion of  their  proofs.  The  con- 
testant, through  her  counsel, 
thereupon  filed  an  affidavit  alleg- 
ing facts  which  tend  to  show  that 
the  testimony  of  certain  persons 
in  such  affidavit  named  "may  be 
material"  to  the  issues  of  this 
proceeding.  The  contestant  also 
caused  to  be  filed  and  to  be  served 
upon  the  proponents  a  notice  to 
the  effect  that,  before  proceeding 
to  introduce  proofs  in  opposition 
to  probate,  she  requirea  the  ex- 
amination of  the  persons  in  such 
affidavit  named : 

Held,  first,  that  the  duly  of  pro- 
ducing sucli  witnesses  falls  upon 
parties  proponent,  not  because  the 
statute  so  declares,  but  because, 
as  it  fails  to  impose  that  duty  upon 
parties  contestant,  they  can  rest 
securely  upon  the  fact  that,  until 
such  witnesses  have  been  pro- 
duced and  examined,  the  will 
cannot  be  admitted  to  probate. 

Second.  The  course  of  the  ex- 
amination of  witnesses  brought 
into  court  by  proponents  at  the 
instance  of  contestants,  is  a  mat- 
ter purely  in  the  discretion  of  the 
surrogate.  Such  witnesses  must 
be  examined,  because  the  law  de- 
mands their  examination,  when- 
ever the  proper  notice  has  been 
filed  and  the  surro^te  has  found 
them  to  be  material.  They  are 
not  to  be  chained,  so  to  speak,  to 
the  account  of  either  party.  They 
are  to  be  examined  by  the  surro- 
gate. The  surrogate  can  require 
counsel  to  assist  him  in  the  ex- 
amination. Neither  party  can  de- 
mand, as  of  ri^ht,  the  opportunity 
of  first  examining  the  witness  who 
has  been  produced  in  pursuance 
of  the  notice,  and  neither  part^ 
can  demand,  as  of  right,  that  his 
opponent  shall  begin  such  ex- 
amination. The  surrogate  should 
see  to  it  that  both  parties  are  af- 
forded a  fair  opportunity  for  full 
and  searching  investigations.    In 


most  instances,  where  witnesses 
shall  be  thus  brought  into  court 
at  the  request  of  contestants,  it 
will  be  the  most  natural  course  to 
call  upon  the  contestants  them- 
selves to  pursue  the  inquiry  in  the 
first  instance,  because,  presuma- 
bly, they  will  bo  better  advised 
than  their  adversaries  as  to  the 
precise  matters  which  they  wish 
and  expect  to  prove;  but  in  such 
cases  a  direction  to  the  contestants 
to  begin  the  inquiry,  will  not  of 
itself  involve  any  limitation  upon 
their  right  of  making  that  inquiry 
as  searching  and  thorough  as  they 
would  have  been*  permitted  to 
make  it  if  the  witness  had  been 
voluntarily  produced  by  the  op- 
posite party  and  had  testified  in 
its  behalf: 

Third.  As  to  when  witnesses  pro- 
duced in  accordance  with  section 
2618  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure are  to  bo  examined,  it  is  a 
mere  question  of  the  order  of 
proof,  and  is  entirely  within  the 
discretion  of  the  surrogate.  In 
the  exercise  of  such  discretion  he 
would  ordinarily  permit  the  party 
applying  for  the  examination  to 
decide  lor  himself  when  that  ex- 
amination should  be  had.  {Matter 
of  Uoyt^ante^hl.) 

2.  The  testatrix,  who  left  no  de- 
scendants, by  her  will  gave  her 
husband  certain  property  and  one- 
half  of  the  remainder  of  her  estate, 
giving  the  other  half  to  a  brother 
and  sister  in  equal  shares: 

Held^  that  the  share  of  the 
brother,  who  died  before  the  tes- 
tatrix, belongs  to  the  husband  and 
not  to  the  brother's  heirs-at-law. 
{BobiM  agt.  McGlure,  ante,  83.) 

8.  Where  a  will  contained  a  full  at- 
testation clause,  the"  mere  nou:- 
recollection  of  a  witness,  in  re- 
spect to  the  circumstances  of  its 
execution,  will  not  justify  a  find- 
ing that  the  statutory  require- 
ments have  been  disregarded. 
{Estatd  of  Wright,  ante,  117.) 

4.  Where  the  evidence  showed  that 
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deceased  signed  the  paper  pro- 
pounded and  acknowledged  the 
signature  to  be  his,  declared  the 
instrument  to  be  his  last  will  and 
testament,  and  requested  the  wit- 
ness G.  to  become  a  witness 
thereto;  that  subsequently  he  re- 
quested the  witness  F.  to  sign 
'*  as  a  witness,"  but,  according  to 
his  testimony,  without  either  ac- 
knowledging the  signature  or  de- 
claring it  to  be  his  wnl ;  the  testator 
is  shown  to  be  familiar  with  the 
requisite  formidities  attending 
the  execution  of  a  will;  the  attes- 
tation clause  bein^  faulty  in  that 
it  omits  to  state  that  the  witness 
signed  at  the  request  of  the  testator: 

HetAt  that  it  is  not  necessary  for 
the  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  will 
to  subscribe  as  witnesses  in  each 
other's  presence. 

The  testimony  of  a  subscribing 
witness  who  signed  the  will  in  the 
presence  of  the  testator  alone,  is 
not  conclusive  on  the  (]|uestion  of 
due  execution,  when  it  appears 


that  it  is  to  his  interest  that  the 
will  should  be  set  aside.  Under 
such  circumstances,  where  the 
other  testimony  is  favorable  to 
due  execution,  and  it  is  shown 
that  the  testator  knew  the  con- 
tents of  his  will,  and  knew  the 
formalities  required  for  due  ex- 
ecution, and*  there  is  an  attesta- 
tion clause  alleging  due  publica- 
tion, the  will  may  be  admitted  to 
probate.  (MaUer  of  JBogart,  ante, 
818.) 

5.  The  testator  by  his  will  devised 
his  residuary  estate  to  one  of  his 
sons  and  to  his  heirs;  but  if  ho 
died  without  issue,  then  to  the 
testator's  remaining  children: 

Heldt  that  the  contingency  of 
the  death  of  the  son  meant  his 
death  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  and  the  contingency  pever 
having  happened,  the  residuary 
estate  vested  in  him  absolutely. 
(Leonard  et  cU,  agt.  Eingsland,  ante, 
481.) 
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A. 

ABANDONMENT. 

PAGl. 

Facts  which  are  not  decisive  of 
questions  of  —  certiorari  the 
proper  mode  of  review  of  de- 
cisions of  magistrates  in  pro- 
ceedings for  —  no  appeal  is 
given  in  such  proceedings. . .  483 


ADMINISTRATORS. 

Qualification  of  —  disqualifica- 
tion of  persons  convicted  of 
infamous  crime,  extends  only 
to  persons  convicted  in  this 
stale  —  persons  incompetent 
by  reason  of  improvidence, 
conviction  for  larceny  in  for- 
eign jurisdiction  no  evidence 
of. 608 


ALIMONY. 

When  payment  of,   to  be  en- 
forced by  contempt 869 


ANSWER. 

When  party  need  not  verify . . .  214 

When  denial  of  allegations  in 
the  coniplaint  on  "  informa- 
tion and  belief"  in  action 
against  a  corporation  allow- 
able  252 

In  action  by  one  domestic  cor- 
poration against  another  — 
what  it  contains  —  when  may 
be  stricken  out  as  frivolous. .  280 

To  a  complaint  on  promissory 
note  —  when  not  to  be  stricken 
out  &]  sham  or  frivolous 854 
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PAOS. 

Denial  in  —  when  insufficient. .  445 

Which  denies  *'  specifically  each 
and  every  allegation  of  the 
complaint,  except  those  here- 
inafter admitted,  qualified  or 
explained,"  is  bad 464. 


APPEAL. 

Taken  before  the  judgment  of 
reversal  is  entered  —  effect 
of. 18 

From  iudgment  of  district  court 
—  when  common  pleas  will  re- 
view evidence  on  a  question 
of  fact 18 

Discretionary  orders  made  by 
the  city  court  not  appealable 
to  the  New  York  common 
pleas 186 


APPORTIONMENT  OP  RENT. 

Rent  cannot  be  apportioned  in 
respect  to  time  in  the  absence 
of  a  statute  or  an  express 
agreement  to  that  effect 161 


ARREST. 

Complaint  must   be  presented 
with  the  motion  for  arrest. . .  275 


ASSESSMENT    AND  TAXA- 
TION. 

When  court  precluded  from  va- 
cating assessment  in  city  of 
New  York 501 
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ASSIGNMENT. 


PAOX. 


Claims,  how  proved  —  proof  of 
debt  in  bankruptcy,  when  not 
a  waiver  of  a  creditor's  right 
to  «hare  in  the  dividends  of  an 
assigned  estate  —  power  of  a 
referee,  appointed  to  pass  as- 
signee's account,  to  extend  the 
time  in  which  other  claims 
may  be  filed 869 

Wlieu  a  creditor  is  to  be  held  to 
have  acquiesced  in  the  fact  of 
an  assignment  by  the  debtor 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
and  the  legality  of  such  assign- 
mien  t,  so  as  to  be  estopped 
from  claiming  that  it  was 
fraudulent  in  Us  inception. .  •  241 

Irregularity  in  certificate  of  ac- 
knowledgment which  renders 
assignment  invalid. 851 

Wlien  invalid  and  will  be  set 
aside 258 

Unliquidated  damages  not  prov- 
able against  assigned  estates. .  284 

When  void  and  will  be  set  aside,  .572 


ATTACHMENT. 

When  the  thrpat  of  a  debtor 
that  he  will  make  a  preferen- 
tial assignment  furnishes  no 
ground  lor  the  issue  of  an  at- 
tachment   188 

What  constitutes  residence  for 
the  purpose  of  —  when  attach- 
ment against  a  non-resident 
will  not  be  vacated 888 

Facts  which  entitle  party  to  — 
when  will  not  be  vacated. . .     408 

Bond  —  promissory  note,  how 
attached 424 

Affidavits  of  fraud  which  are  in- 
sufficient to  sustain  —  acts 
which  would  not  amount  to 
fraud 486 


FAOB. 

When  should  not  be  vacated  be- 
cause part  of  claim  sued  on 
was  not  due  at  time  of  com- 
mencement of  action 509 

Fraudulent  disposition  of  prop- 
erty—  facts  and  circumstances 
to  oe  considered  as  to  fraudu- 
lent intent 02G 


ATTORNEY'S  LIEN. 

To  what  extent  and  how  en- 
forced.  267 


B. 

BAIL. 

Exoneration  by  death  of  princi- 
pal —  application  must  be 
made  before  time  to  answer 
expires 178 

Strangers  cannot  be  permitted 
to  become  bail  for  a  man  with- 
out his  consent 416 


BANKRUPT. 

When  not  entitled  to  discharge 
of  judgment  under  section 
1268  of  Code  of  Civil  Proce- 
dure  322 


c. 


CARRIERS. 

When  sleeping  car  companies 
liable  for  loss  of  property 
under  control  of  passenger. . .  154 


CITATION. 

Service  of  —  how  served  —  ex- 
cluding first  and  including  last 
day 210 
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CODE  OF  CIVIL  PROCEDURE. 

PA  OB. 

Section  60  —  attorney's  lien  — 
to  wlmt  extent  and  how  en- 
forced  267 

Section  317— that  part  of  this 
section  allowing  disburse- 
ments to  tlie  prevailing  party 
upon  reference  of  claim 
against  a  decedent  not  re- 
peiiled 202 

Section  899  —  effect  of  the  pro- 
visions of  this  section  as  to 
evidence  of  accomplices 256 

Section  500  —  denial  in  answer, 
when  insufficient  under  this 
section 445 

Section  500  —  answer,  how  to  be 
framed  under  this  section. . . .  280 

Sections  528,  520  —  construction 
of  these  sections — when  party 
need  not  verify  answer 214 

Section  544  —  when  supple- 
mental complaint  will  be 
allowed 461 

Section  540,  subdivision  4  — 
under  the  provisions  of  this 
subdivision,  the  absence  of  the 
complaint  or  of  affidavits 
averring  tbe  allegations  of  the 
complaint,  is  fatal  to  the  order 
of  arrest 276 

Sections  600,  601  —  when  appli- 
cation for  the  exoneration  of 
bail  on  account  of  the  death  of 
their  principal  must  be  made,  178 

Section  636  —  what  constitutes 
residence  within  this  section 
for  the  purpose  of  attachment,  388 

Sections  648.  649  —  bond  — 
pomissory  note,  how  to  be  at- 
tached   424 

Sections  738,  1932,  1278  — offer 
of  judgment  by  one  of  several 
joint  debtors  or  partners  will 
not  bind  the  other — meaning 


PAflB. 

of  **  the  like  offer"  as  used  in 
section  738 271 

Sections  769-1 810—  application 
for  receiver  of  corporation,  by 
whom,  bow  and  where  to  be 
made 300 

Sections  791-79:?— right  to  pref- 
erence on  calendar 510 

Section  872  —  when  under  this 
section  a  plaintiff  has  a  right 
to  an  order  for  the  examina- 
tion of  one  or  two  defendants 
to  prove  a  co-partnership  be- 
tween them 269 

Section  977  —  when  party,  other 
than  the  one  who  notices  a 
cause  for  trial,  may  move  it. .  818 

Section  1019  — duty  of  referee 
under  this  section  as  to  filing 
his  report 1 

Section  1268  — when  bankrupt 
not  entitled  to  discharge  of 
judgment  under  this  section . .  823 

Section  1818  —  effect  of  an  ap- 
peal taken  before  the  judg- 
ment of  reversal  is  entered. . .     18 

Sections  1421  to  1425— the  pro- 
visions of  these  sections  as  to 
liability  of  sheriff  is  constitu- 
tional  148 


Sections  1702,  1703  —  for  what 
causes  action  for  separation 
by  husband  or  wife  may  be 
maintained  —  cruel  and  in- 
human treatment  which  will 
authorize  a  separation  —  resi- 
dence—  what  constitutes.... 


20 


Sections  1769,  3230— in  action 
for  separation  by  husband  and 
wife  —  how  expenses  and 
costs  awarded 

Sections  1773,  2231  —  power  of 
court  to  strike  out  a  defend- 
ant's answer  who  is  in  con- 
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tempt  in  not  paying  alimony 
and  counsel  fees 184 

Sections  1885, 1886,  8346  — how 
costs  and  disbursements  are  to 
be  awarded  on  reference  of 
claim  against  executors  and 
administrators 185 

Sections  1885, 1886  —when  costs 
to  be  allowed  against  an  ex- 
ecutor in  his  representative 
capacity 474 

Sections  1871,  1817  —  execution 
against  property  must  be 
issued  before  creditor's  action 
can  be  maintained,  and  that 
debtor  himself  is  deceased  is 
no  legal  excuse  for  the  omis- 
sion to  issue  it 196 

Section  2285  —  power  of  court 
to  punish  surety  on  undertak- 
ing on  which  order  of  arrest 
was  granted  for  false  swear- 
ing as  to  his  property 805 

Sections  2485-2436  —  examina- 
tion of  debtors  in  supplemen- 
tary proceedings,  who  have 
made  an  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors  not  to  be 
restricted  to  property  acquired 
since  the  assignment 614 

Section  2481  —  power  of  surro- 
gate under  this  section  to  va- 
cate or  set  aside  decrees  in 
final  accountings  of  execu- 
tors  447 

Section  2618 — practice  as  to  pro- 
bate of  a  paper  propounded  as 
a  will  —  witness  to  be  ex- 
amined —  proof  required  and 
manner  of  obtaining  it 57 

Section  26*20  — proof  of  hand- 
writing of  subscribing  witness 
and  of  testator  sufficient  to 
establish  the  execution  of  a 
will 117 

Section  3807  — what  is  a  settle- 
ment within  the  meaning  of 


PAei. 


subdivision  7  of  this  section 
entitling  sheriff  to  poundage,  116 


COMMISSIONERS  OP  EMIGRA- 
TION. 

Their  powers  and  duties  as  to 
pauper  inmiigrants  —  what 
courts  will  not  interfere  with 
their  action 856 

Their  powers  and  duties  as  to 
pauper  immigration  —  stay 
of  proceedings  will  not  be 
granted  pending  appeal  from 
order  dismissing  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  to  try  the  question  of 
the  detention  of  pauper  immi- 
grants detained  by  them 803 


COMMISSIONERS     OP     HIGH- 
WAYS. 

Power  of,  to  assess  moneyed 
and  stock  corporations  for 
highway  labor  in  a  road  dis- 
trict other  than  that  in  which 
the  property  of  such  corpora- 
tions is  situated 5 


COMMITMENT. 

When  prisoner  has  been  legally 
sentenced  and  is  in  the  proper 
custody,  defects  in  the  mitti- 
mus will  not  authorize  his  dis- 
charge    105 


COMMON  CARRIERS. 

Their  liability  for  non-dell  very 
of  goods  —  effect  of  condition 
in  receipt  that  claims  for  loss 
should  be  presented  within 
thirty  days 108 


COMPLAINT. 

When  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  any 
relief  upon  the  facts  stated  a 
demurrer  cannot  be  sust^inedi  103 
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What  are  necessary  averments 
in  action  to  enforce  mechanic's 
lien  —  when  may  be  amended 
—  error  in  name  of  owner  in 
notice  of  claim  can  be  cor- 
rected in  complaint 


130 


"When  demurrer  will  not  be  sus- 
tained on  the  ground  that  the 
court  has  not  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  of  the  defendant, 
or  of  the  subject  of  the  action, 
unless  the  defects  appear  on 
the  face  of  the  complaint. . . .  191 

Demurrer  will  be  sustained  if 
the  plaintiff,  under  the  facts 
stated,  is  not  entitled  to  the 
speciHc  relief  demanded, 
although  such  facts  would 
have  entitled  him  to  other  re- 
lief   191 

]^Iust  state  facts,  from  which 
conclusions  are  to  be  drawn, 
not  simply  conclusions 191 

On  promissory  note  —  when 
answer  to  be  stricken  out  as 
sham  or  frivolous 854 

When  supplemental  complaint 
will  be  allowed 461 


CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

Constitutionality  of  chapter  147 
of  the  Laws  of  1876  in  rela- 
tion to  the  improvement  of  the 
Harlem  river  and  Spuyten 
Duy  vil  creek,  and  the  various 
acts  amendatory  thereof,  up- 
held   131 

Provisions  of  sections  1421  to 
142")  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure as  to  liability  of  sher- 
iffs held  to  be  constitutional,  148 


CONTEMPT. 

When  pajrment  of  alimony  to  be 
enforced  by  punishment  for. .  369 


CORPORATION. 


TA9m. 


Trustees  of,  when  jointly  and 
severally  liable  for  the  debts 
of  the  company  for  failure  to 
make  annuid  report 304 


COSTS. 

And  disbursements  against  ex- 
ecutors and  administrators  on 
reference  of  claim 185 

And  disbursements  against  ex- 
ecutors and  administrators  on 
reference  of  claim  when  al- 
lowed  203 

On  certioraH  to  review  an  assess- 
ment when,  and  when  not 
awarded  against  assessors. . . .  277 

When  to  be  allowed  against  an 
executor  in  his  representative 
capacity 474 

Awarded  in  a  bastardv  case  pur- 
suant to  section  o78  of  the 
Criminal  Code,  by  whom  to 
be  taxed 485 


CRIMINAL  CODE. 

Section  878  —  costs  awarded  in 
a  bastardy  case  pursuant  to 
this  section,  by  whom  to  be 
taxed 485 


CRIMINAL  TRIAli. 

Effect  of  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 899  of  the  Code  of  Crim- 
nal  Procedure  as  to  evidence 
of  accomplices 356 


DAMAGES. 
In  libel  cases  question  for  jury,    88 
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DEED  OF  TRUST. 


Power  of  trustee  under 


PAQB. 

.     16 


DEMURRER. 

To  counter-claim,  must  specify 
the  objections  to  the  counter 
claim,  otherwise  it  may  be  dis- 
regarded    264 


DISTRICT  COURTS. 

In  action  on  contract  when  order 
of  arrest  has  been  granted, 
when  plaintiff  entitled  to  ex- 
ecution against  the  person. . .  199 

Practice  as  to  amended  or  sup- 
plemental returns  of  justices,  811 


DIVORGte. 

Power  of  court  to  strike  Out  a 
defendant's  answer  who  is  in 
contempt  in  not  paying  ali- 
mony and  counsel  fees 184 

When  record  of  foreign  court 
binding  upon  plaintiff  in  ac- 
tion for  divorce  brought  in 
court  of  this  state 144 


E. 


EASEMENT. 

Light,  air  and  free  access  to 
premises  part  of  easement  in 
public  street  —  legislature  no 
power  to  permit  the  erection 
of  poles  for  electric  wires 
without  providing  for  com- 
pensation to  owners  of  prem- 
ises      73 


ELEVATED  RAILROADS. 

No  ri^ht  to  place  staircases  or 
build  stations  in  or  over  mter- 


PAGB. 


sectmff  streets — when  owner 
of  building  entitled  to  injunc- 
tion to  prevent  the  mainten- 
ance of  such  depot 282 


ESCAPE. 

What  amounts  only  to  a  volun- 
tary escape —  right  of  sheriff 
to  retake  prisoner  on  mesne 
process  after  an  escape 41G 


EXAMINATION  OF  ADVERSE 
PARTY  BEFORE  TRIAL. 

When  order  should  be  gr. anted,  269 

Of  a  party  charged  with  fraud 
—  when  and  what  extent  al- 
lowed —  privilege  as  to  ques- 
tions which  may  criminate.. .  499 


EXECUTION. 

Must  be  issued  before  creditors' 
action  can  be  maintained 196 

Sheriff's  time  to  i  eturn  extended 
by  stay  of  proceedings 157 


EXECUTOR. 

When  costs  to  be  allowed 
against 474 

When  not  precluded  from  en- 
forcing a  claim  to  statutory 
commissions 519 


EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINIS- 
TRATORS. 

Their  individual  and  pei-sonal 
liability  for  personal  taxes. . .  113 

Their  commissions  —  how  and 
when  allowed — when  charge- 
able with  interest 170 
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Rights  of  prevailing  party  to  re- 
cover the  fees  of  referee,  wit- 
nesses and  his  other  disburse- 
ments upon  reference  of  claim 
against  a  decedent 20d 

Claims  against  a  decedent,  pre- 
sented to  and  admitted  by 
administrator,  to  be  valicl, 
burden  of  proof  is  upon  ob- 
jector  846 

When  the  objector  is  merely  a 
creditor,  section  820  of  the 
CodQjOf  Civil  Procedure,  ex- 
clud^g  a  party  interested 
from  testifying,  does  not 
apply 846 


EVIDENCK 

Production  of  negotiable  rail- 
way mortgage  bonds  prima 
fcLcie  evidence  of  title  —  in 
case  of  stolen  bonds  buixien 
of  proof  ciianged  —  rule  as  to 
presumption  reversed  in  such 
cases 05 

Of  accomplices,  in  criminal 
trial 256 

Of  due  execution  of  a  will 818 

Statements  of  deceased  part- 
ner inadmissible  as  evidence 
against  surviving  partner. . . .  438 


G. 

GUARDIANS  AD  LITE3i. 

Power  of  surrogate  to  appoint 
upon  final  accountings  of 
executors  -^^^^7  ^^  such 
guardians 447 


H. 

IIABEAS-eORPUS. 

When  no  traverse  Is  made  of  the 
facts  set  forth  in  the  return 


FAGS. 

to  the  writ  such  facts  must  be 
taken  to  be  true 105 


HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

For  what  causes  action  for  sep- 
aration may  be  maintained  — 
cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  • 
which  will  authorize  a  separa- 
tion     20 

Law  of  —  business  partnerships 
between  them  not  authorized 
—  contracts  in  the  conduct  of 
such  business  not  enforceable 
against  the  wife 202 


HABBOR  MASTERS. 

Their  power  as  to  removal  of 
vessels  —  when  person  liable 
for  disobedience  of  order  of 
harbor  master 226 


I. 


INJUNCTION. 

Elevated  railroads  no  right  to 
place  stair-cases  or  build  sta- 
tions in  or  over  intersecting 
streets — when  owner  of  build- 
ing entitled  to  injunction  to 
prevent  the  maintenance  of 
such  depot 282 


JURISDICTION. 

When  record  of  foreign  court 
binding  upon  plaintiff  in  ac- 
tion for  divorce  in  court  of 
this  state 144 


JURORS. 

Right  of  the  defendant  to  chal- 
lenge the  body  of  the  grand 
jury  because  irregularly  or  de- 
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f ectively  constituted  no  longer 
exists 256 


JURY. 

Communication  between  judge 
and  jury  in  the  absence  of 
counsel — improper  communi- 
cation with  the  jury  by  an 
officer  in  charge  —  when  not 
ground  for  new  trial C5 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

Constructive  eviction  —  facts 
which  establish  such  eviction 
and  relieve  tenant  from  pay- 
ing rent 76 

When  rent  may  be  apportioned,  161 


LIBEL. 

Hatter  which  is  defamatory  — 
justification  that  the  words 
are  true  —  correspondents  of 
newspapers  — when  their  com- 
munications qualifiedly  privi- 
leged—  proof  of  malice  re- 
quired     88 


MANDAMUS. 

Is  the  proper  remedy  when  a 
public  school  reacher  is  im- 
properly removed 872 

When  an  issue  to  compel  com- 
missioners of  public  works  to 
grant  permit  to  bridge  com- 
pany to  enter  upon  certain 
streets  and  take  up  pavement, 
&c 491 


MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

When  master  liable  for  injury 
by  acts  of  servant 177 


MECHANICS'  LIEN. 

PAGB. 

Error  in  name  of  the  owner  in 
notice  of  claim  can  be  cor- 
rected in  complaint 186 

In  action  to  foreclose,  when  re- 
covery can  be  had  upon  a 
quantum  meruit  —  when  no- 
tice and  demand  not  neces- 
sary.   255 


MECHANICS'  LIE>T  LAW. 

Its  provisions  extended  to  the 
erection  of  school  houses  — 
notice  of  claims  may  be  filed 
with  head  of  board  of  educa- 
tion  882 


MOTION. 

To  set  aside  judgment  entered 
by  default  —  when  such  mo- 
lion  which  has  been  denied 
may  be  renewed  —  what  are 
new  and  additional  facts  up- 
on which  such  motion  may 
be  renewed 406 


NEGLIGENCE. 

When  sleeping  car  companies 
liable  for  loss  of  property 
under  control  of  passenger. . .  154 

When  master  liable  for  injury 
by  acts  of  servant 177 

NEW  TRIAL. 

Not  ordered  by  ceneral  term 
when  verdict  directed  sub- 
ject to  its  opinion 96 

When  admission  made  is  avail- 
able upon  a  new  trial 157 
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PASS. 

Constitutionality  of  chapter  147 
of  the  Laws  of  1876  in  rela- 
tion to  the  improvement  of 
the  Harlem  river  and  Spuy ten 
Duyvil  creek,  and  the  various 
acts  amendatory  thereof,  up- 
held  ;  121 

Jurisdiction  of  the  commis- 
sioners of  estimate  and  as- 
sessment for  opening  the  park- 
way— waiver  by  acquiescence,  341 

Board  of  estimate  and  assess- 
ment no  right  under  the  con- 
solidation act  to  reduce  salary 
of  supreme  court  crier  ap- 
pointed in  pursuance  of  chap- 
ter 296  of  Laws  of  1865  — 
consolidation  act  should  be 
limited  to  future  appoint- 
ments   820 

Obstruction  of  street — legisla- 
ture has  no  power  to  author- 
ize telegraph  company  to 
erect  poles  in  a  street 865 

Public  school  teachers  —  how 
and  by  whom  maybe  removed 
—  what  is  a  removal 872 

What  are  street  obstructions  and 
when  a  public  nuisance  — 
when  may  be  restrained  at  the 
suit  of  an  individual 464 

NEW  YORK  AND  BROOKLYN 
BRIDGE. 

Right  of  to  stretch  platform  over 
Chatliam  and  Centre  streets, 
and  to  erect  pillars  in  said 
streets  to  support  same — ter- 
minus of  bridge  — maps  filed 
from  time  to  time  does  not 
affect 491 


o. 

OFFER  OF  JUDGMENT. 

By  one  of  several  joint  debtors 
or  partners  will  not  bind  the 
others 271 


P. 


PARTIES. 


FAGB. 


Defect  of  —  all  tort  feasors  not 
necessary  parties 101 


PARTNERSHIPS. 

Between  husband  and  wife,  not 
authorized 292 


PENAL  CODE. 

Sections  217,  218, 219— warrant 
of  commitment  for  crime  of 
assault  and  battery,  and  a  sen- 
tence to  imprisonment  thereon 
is  valid 456 


PRACTICE. 

As  to  witnesses  to  be  examined — 
proof  required,  and  manner  of 
obtaining  it  on  probate  of  a 
paper  propounded  as  a  will . .     57 

As  to  enforcing  attorney's  liens,  267 

As  to  amended  or  supplemental 
returns  of  district  court  jus- 
tices    811 

As  to  moving  a  cause  for  trial 
when  party,  other  than  the 
one  who  noticed  it  for  trial, 
may  move  it 818 


PREFERENCE  ON  CALENDAR 
Right  to 510 


PUBLIC  SCHOOLS. 

How  and  by  whom  teachers  of, 
may  be  removed  —  what  is 
a  removal 872 
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RAILKOADB. 


PAOB. 


Basis  of  valuation  for  puq>ose8 
of  taxation  —  evidence  of 
value 277 

Real  estate  taken  for  railroad 
purposes  —  when  use  for 
which  land  is  taken  not  lim- 
ited in  time --what  time  such 
use  shall  continue  within  the 
discretion  of  the  legislature. .  439 


RECEIVER 

When  court  will  not  order  judg- 
ment debtor  to  deliver  real  es- 
tate of  such  debtor  to  receiver 
in  supplementary  proceedings 
—  judgment  creditor  must 
firnt  exhaust  his  remedy  under 
his  execution 421 

Of  corporation — by  whom,  how 
and  when  application  for,  to 
be  made 89v) 

In  supplementary  proceedings — 
power  over  seat  in  New  York 
Produce  Exchange 467 


REFEREE. 

Must  file  his  report  with  clerk 
or  actually  deliver  to  a  party 
within  sixty  days  —  notifica- 
tion to  attorneys  that  report  is 
ready  and  at  their  disposal  not 
sufficient  delivery  to  prevent 
forfeiture  of  fees  or  termina- 
tion of  reference 


RESIDENT. 


What  constitutes  a  person  a  resi- 
dent of  this  state 9U 


S. 


SAVINGS  BANKS. 

How  and  in  what  manner  to  be 
taxed 219 

Complaint  in  action  by  a  person 
claiming  to  be  the  owner  of 
money  deposited  in  the  name 
of  another  —  when  demurrer 
will  be  sustained 889 


SHERIFF'S  FEES. 

What  is  a  settlement  within  the 
meaning  of  section  8307,  sub- 
division 7,  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  entitling 
sheriff  to  poundage 116 

Plaintiff's  right  to  demand  taxa- 
tion —  items  not  allowable . . .  428 


STATUTES. 

Repeal  of,  by  implication  not 
favored 5 


1 


Appointed  to  pass  assignee's  ac- 
count —  his  power  to  extend 
the  time  in  which  other  claims 
may  be  filed 


859 


REFEREE'S  FEES. 

How  to  be  taxed  in  foreclosure 
actions 168 


STAY  OF  PROCEEDINGS, 

Will  not  be  granted  pending  ap- 
peal from  order  dismissing 
writ  of  luiheait  corpus  to  try  the 
question  of  the  detention  of 
pauper  immigrants  detained 
by  the  commissioners  of  em- 
migration  863 


STOCK  EXCHANGE. 

Seats  in,  property  and  subject 
to  payment  of  acbts 467 
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STOCK  EXCHANGE  MEMBER- 
SHIP. 

PAOB. 

Proceedings  for  expulsion  — 
rights  of  member— courts  au- 
thorized to  interfere  for  the 
purpose  of  seeing  that  the 
rules  of  such  association  are 
fairly  and  honestly  adminis- 
tered     38 


SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEED- 
INGS. 

When  court  will  not  order  judg- 
raeut  debtor  to  deliver  real  es- 
tate of  such  debtor  to  receiver 
— ^judgment  creditor  must  first 
exhaust  his  remedy  under  his 
execution 421 


SURETY.      ^ 

Power  of  court  to  punish  surety 
on  undertaking  on  which 
order  of 'arrest  was  granted 
for  false  swearing  as  to  his 
property 805 


SURROGATES. 

Their  power  over  sales  of  real 
estate  ordered  by  them 436 

Power  of  surrogates  to  vacate 
decrees  in  final  accountings  of 
executors  —  general  term  of 
supreme  court  same  power. . .  447 


T. 

TAXES  AND  ASSESSMENTS. 

Power  of  commissioners  of 
highways  to  assess  moneyed 
and  stock  corporations  for 
highway  labor  in  a  road  dis- 
trict other  than  that  in  which 
tlie  property  of  such  corpora- 
tions is  situated [ 


PACtB. 

Individual  and  personal  liabil- 
ity of  executors  and  adminis- 
trators for  personal  taxes 113 

Liaoility  of  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators for  taxes  imposed 
upon  personal  property  in 
their  hands  belonging  to  the 
estate 162 

How  and  in  what  manner  sav- 
ings banks  to  be  taxed 219 


TAXATION  OF  RAILROADS. 

Basis  of,  aiid  evidence  of  value,  277 

Rule  which  assessors  must  ob- 
serve in  valuing  property  — 
oath  to  an  assessment-roll 
which  will  render  an  assess- 
ment void. .  .* 477 


TELEGRAPH  COMPANY. 

Legislature  has  no  power  to  au- 
thorize the  erection  of  poles 
in  the  streets  of  New  York . .  865 


TRUST  DEED. 

Voluntarily  made,  when  should 
be  set  aside  —  effect  of  ab- 
sence of  power  of  verification,  207 


u. 

UNDERTAKINGS  ON  APPEAL. 

Given  by  corporations  should 
be  executed  by  plaintiff  him- 
self—  approval  of  such  un- 
dertaking entirely  in  discre- 
tion of  judge 273 

Mistakes  in  —  remedies 36 

Guaranty  of,  by  Fidelity  and 
Oasualty  Company  of  New 
York,  approved , .  616 
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USURY. 


PAOB. 


Note  drawn,  dated,  signed,  de- 
livered, made  payable  and 
first  used  in  this  state,  but 
given  for  a  precedent  debt 
arising  in  another  state,  by 
what  usury  laws  to  be  gov- 
erned   824 


w. 

WARRANT  OP  COMMITMENT. 

Reciting  conviction  for  the 
crime  of  assault  and  battery, 
and  a  sentence  to  imprison- 
ment thereon  is  valid 456 


WILL. 

Practice  as  to  probate  of  —  wit- 
nesses to  be  examined  —  proof 


PASB. 

required  and  manner  of  ob- 
taining it 57 

Lapsed  legacy — to  whom  be- 
longs      83 

When  the  mere  non  recollection 
of  a  witness  in  respect  to  the 
circumstances  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  will,  will  not  jus- 
tify a  finding  that  the  statu- 
tory requirements  have  been 
disreganled 117 

Evidence  of  due  execution  — 
subscribing  witnesses  need 
not  subscribe  in  each  other's 
presence 318 

Construction  of  —  meaning  of 
devise  to  a  person  with  re- 
mainder over  in  case  of  his 
death 431 

Construction  of 519 
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